








ntial 
JOS ; 
ed by 
RIDGE, 


isur- 
te of 
nises, 





and 


'eb., 


Bog 


28th 


class 


rche 
ffice, 


ND 


| on 
rred 


onal 
and 






















= 


at. es 1899.- 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


| (Vol. 43.) 183 











{AW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
: SOCIETY. LIMITED 
S’INN FIELDS, W 






‘24, LINCOLN’ C. 
Capital EsTABLisHED 1868, 000 
oe eee ond Tnelieute Sto bd £400, 





™ OL $180,000 
BEVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 
MONDON, N.W. (Within Shiling cab fore oO ees ne dence, Oloests King’s 
















LAND GRAND 
Gross Metropolitan Ry. Station, The New Ver xtizn Rooms are 
(8 Paners Station). gyailadie or Publicand Private Dinners, Arbirasses 8, dc.) 
BRADFORD - MIDEAND - : 
— - ~ QUEEN’S - tn Contge Di Town. 
MORECAMB - MIDLAND _- _‘Tennis Lawn to Seashore. Golf. 
HEYSHAM—HEYSHAM TOWER, nr MORECAMBE. Lovel: - Golf. 
to iede een aa 
ip forwarded from quart jar 18s. ; 





hie “ 
Hotel, Liverpool, 
int jar, 9s, 6d. , I Pigs. 
POE Pit 8 WILLIAM Gea, Spon Con fae Railway Hotels. 
THE OLDEST &4 WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 
THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000 
Jipevity GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonDs, MorTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, XC. 

















HEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


xX IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS X 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on @) i 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 














to 
AND 









































Funds - a e - 


43,000,000. INCOME - - 
YgRaRLyY New BusINEsS - /1. 90,000, 


3 - 
41,000,000. BUSINESS IN FoRCE- £ —— 











The Right Hon, Lord Harsnvay (Lord High Chan England 
g! on. a y i 

The Hon, Mr, Justice een by saneiiepiaeg — 

The Right Hon. Sir Jamzs Parker Deane, Q.C., D.C.L, 

Witiiam Wit.rame, m 

Ricuagp Psnyixerton, , 





Bacon, His Honour Judge. wo The Hon. Mr. Justice. 
Davey, The Right Hon. Lord, Meek, A. Grant, . (Devizes a 
Se The \ Acad Hon. Sir James Parker, aes, The Right Hon. John W., Q.C., 
Ellis-Danvers, Famund Henry, Esq. Mills, Richard, Esq. 
Arthur J., Esq. 

ae Higa, a : — Frederic Sa yp. (Onterd). 
Garth, The Right Hon. Sir Richard, Q.C. Roweliffe Basra aq. 
Healey, C. E. H. Chadwyck, Esq., Q.c. Baltwell, Wm tenry, Beg 
Kakewich, The Hon: Mr. Justice. Williams, Romer, age 
Lu@ow, on. ° i i 
Masterman, Henry Chauncy, Fisq. ee 





VOL. XLIIL., No. 12. 3 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, JANUARY 21, 1899. 





*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, aud 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JOURNAL. 











Contents. 
CURRENT TOPIOS ...ccereesserseeesscerseseesse 183 {| Law Sropmwrs’ Jouswa...............-. 193 
Proor or SERVICE OUT OF THE JURIS- LBGAL NRW vcseescserseseeces ccccssee se cee 
DICTION socsesses-s-seeseeseeceeceecee +. .-veee+ 186 | Count PAPERS.....0.+ccce00 
Tue Errecr or Payment BY A Wisvme Ur Norrozs 
BRECEIVEBsc.0..cceerseseeceereesseeeeeseeeeess 187 | Gpeprrors’ Noricss. 
Revisws 188 Bawxaurror Notrozs 
Law Soorrizs 193 = 








Cases Reported this Week. 
In the Solicitors’ Journal, In the Weekly Reporter. 


African Gold Concessions and Develop- Baxter v. Holdsworth ...,...00-.0000-.--e00e 179 
ment Co. (Lim.), Re.......00:. 0 ¢ cesses 190 | Furber, Im £0 oss.soscesssese vee =. 184 

1 DD iinintessiieetuekic-<trsagaie 191 | Hirth, In re. Ex parte The Official 
J. A. Jellicoe (A Solicitor), Re. Receiver .. 192 
ed Jarvi« & Co. (Limited), In re ............ = 





parte The In ‘orporated Law 188 
a setllliccaiaadh aghela spheapae ae (Deceased), In re. Smith v. 
Mellor v. Tomkinson & Co. cing: a Shorey Ba cath pa Re 188 
Prudential Assurance Co. (Lim.) v. Southwark and Vauxhall Water Co. v. 
Church C ish Co --» 190 Urban District 177 
W. BR. B. Watts (A Solicitor), Re. Statham v. Brighton Marine Palace 
Ex parte The d Law and Pier Co. ... ++ +» 185 
Hockey ......cccecee-eseeeesesersssese-sesseeee 192 | The Queen v. Ellis .... - 188 
Yabbicom (Appellant) v. King (Re- Waller, In re. White v. Scoles ......... 182 
SPONAENt) 00... acecesercessorsees vonage eveee 190 | Woolf v. WoOoll...........esersssvaeres 181 





CURRENT TOPICS. 


In THE coursE of a case which was before him on Wednesday, 
Mr. Justice Wricut remarked that there had recently been 
great laxity as regards the notices of intention to appear on the 
hearing of winding-up petitions, the numbers of shares and 
other particulars having been omitted from such notices. In 
future no costs would be allowed where the proper form (Form 
2 to Rules of April, 1892) was not complied with. 





Tux Court of Appeal last week animadverted on the practice 
(as Lord Justice A. L. Surrn expressed it) “when a judge 
makes an order at chambers and refuses leave to ap for 
counsel to rush across the building and interrupt the business 
of this court by applying for leave to appeal.” He added that 
the Legislature intended that, as a general rule, there should be 
no appeal in small matters. 





In THE couRsE of a case of Chandebois v. Burry, which came 
before Byryz, J., on Wednesday last, his lordship made some 
observations on the practice of house agents settling agreements 
for sale of real property, thus “ usurping,” as the learned judge 
said, ‘‘the function of solicitors.” The — o wre is V, 
Burry was for specific performance of such an . 
ment, and the be ne: oh sa exceeded £28,000. His lordsbis 
pointed out that the ice on which he was commenting actea 
greatly to the detriment of the public in the “ compli state 
of our real y law,” and said this was the second case 
before him within a very short time in which that practice had 
given rise to litigation over the agreement for sale (referring 
to Whiteman v. Hambourg, heard last sittings ; see also the recent 
case of Wauton v. Coppard (47 W. R. 72; 1899, 1 Ch. 92), 
before Romer, J.). 





THE Question as to the sufficiency of the document which 
must be filed under section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, in 
order to protect an issue of shares as fully paid up, is still pro- 
ductive of litigation, The latest decision is one given by Waicut, 





J., this week in Re African Gold Concessions Co, (Limited). We 
know from Re Karaskhoma Syndicate (46 W. R. 37) that the filed 
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contract must itself shew the consideration for which the shares 
‘are issued, Hence it is not enough to file a subsidiary agree- 
_ ment which —— that dey shares are i a the pina ws 
specified in the principal agreement, the r agreement bei 
only referred ‘ and the consideration not further identified. 
But while the filed agreement must in some way identify 
the consideration, the icularity with which this is 
to be done is still a matter of doubt. Is a person who goes to 
inspect the filed agreement entitled, in the case of a purchase of 
for shares, to find there an exact description of pro- 
perty, or is it enough if he can discover ag e nature of 
the consideration? In Re Maynards (46 W. R. 346) Kzexewicn, 
J., considered that a statement that the consideration consisted 
of leasehold hereditaments, for the particulars whereof reference 
was made to an unfiled agreement, was not sufficient. In Re 
Frost § Co. (47 W. R. 27), on the other hand, Romer, J., was 
satisfied with a statement of the consideration as consisting (tnter 
alia) of “‘ certain leasehold messuages, shops, and premises.” This, 
he said, would be a sufficient statement of the consideration to 
satisfy the Statute of Frauds, and no more was required under 
section 25. It is to be noticed that the Legislature did not 
consider what were really the particulars which it would be 
beneficial for the publictoknow. Had this course been adopted, 
section 25 would probably have assumed a very different form. 
Under the section it is a “contract”? which must be filed, and 
whatever would be sufficient to constitute an enforceable con- 
tract must be a sufficient compliance with the section. In the 
resent case of Re African Gold Concessions Co. (Limited) Wricut, 
., has followed the decision of Romer, J., and has held that it is 
enough if the nature of the consideration is disclosed, although 
for the complete identification of the property taken over by the 
company it is necessary to have recourse to other evidence than 
that of the filed contract. The property was described in the 
filed ment as “lands and premises situate in the mining 
district of Millwood, in Cape Colony,” reference for particulars 
being made to the principal agreement. Wauicut, J., held that 
this dieclosed the nature of the consideration, and that section 
25 had been satisfied. It is certainly desirable that the question 
should be settled by the Court of Appeal. 





One oF the provisions of the Criminal Evidence Act which is 
most in need of construction by the highest court is that which 
allows an accused person to be cross-examined as to previous 
crimes and convictions, where ‘‘the nature or conduct of the 
defence is such as to involve imputations on the character of 
the prosecutor or the witnesses for the prosecution.” The mean- 
ing of these words was discussed last week at the Old Bailey, in 
the murder case of Reg. v. Marshall. The prisoner, a woman, 
had stabbed the deceased, who was her own sister, in the 
presence of the husband of the deceased, no other person being 
present. The defence set up was that it was the husband, 
aud not the prisoner, who had struck the fatal blow. 
In support of this defence the husband was closely 
cross-examined with the object of shewing that he was really 
the guilty party, and subsequently the prisoner on oath gave 
evidence with the same object. The prosecuting counsel 
then proposed to cross-examine the prisoner as to her previous 
convictions, but this course was strongly opposed by the defending 
counsel. He argued that, although undoubtedly it is an 
imputation on the character of a person to charge him with the 
crime of murder, still, under the circumstances of this case, 
there had been no imputation on the character of the husband 
within the meaning of the Act; “imputation” in the Act must 
mean an imputation of something anterior to, and independent 
of, the facts actually being investigated—that facts uncon- 
nected with the charge against the prisoner are brought 
forward to discredit a witness. Here the imputation was not 
made in order merely to discredit the husband, but as a necessary 
part of the defence—a necessary part, under the circumstances, 
of a denial of the charge. Danna, J., the presiding judge, 
although he said that he had no real doubt on the matter, 
consulted with the Recorder and the Common Serjeant, and after 
such consultation, he allowed the proposed cross-examination. 
From this it appeared that the prisoner was a most violent 


and had received heavy sentences in consequence. This 
revelation of the prisoner’s character not improbably had 
considerable effect upon the jury, and secured a conviction 
that otherwise might not have been obtained. This decision 
is one of some authority, and is, we submit, right. If it 
was intended to limit the meaning of the words of the Act 
in the manner suggested, no doubt such intention would haye 
been made clear. In fact this case seems to be an excellent 
example of the very kind of case in which Parliament considered 
that the past career of the prisoner should be made known to 
the jury. The “nature” of the defence was that the husband 
was the murderer, not the prisoner. If such an allegation is not 
an “imputation” within the intention of the Act, then words 
have no sure meaning. 


A very singular point was raised in Re Higginson 5 Dean 
(ante, p. 158). The bankruptcy of the firm of Hiceinson & 
Deane occurred in 1847. The bankrupts were the owners of 
certain shares in the Leeds and Thirsk Railway, but for some 
reason—probably because they were then of no value—these 
shares were lost sight of. The other assets were realized, a 
dividend was declared, and, the winding wy See ge 
closed, the trustee was released. The Leeds and Thi 
Railway, however, became mer, in the North-Eastern 
Railway, and in 1897 the official receiver, who under the 
circumstances had become trustee in the bankruptcy, discovered 
that there was a valuable asset still in the estate. He obtained 
an allotment of shares in the North-Eastern Railway in place of 
the original holding in the Leeds and Thirsk Railway, and these 
new shares he sold, realizing thereby the sum of £6,500, 
which, of course, became available to further satisfy the claims 
on the bankrupts’ estate. Among the creditors had been the 
Royal Bank of Liverpool, which was admitted to prove for 
£4,000, and upon this amount, accordingly, it ought now to 
have ranked for dividend. But the bank has been extinct since 
1887. In that year it was dissolved by order of the court, and 
its books were directed to be destroyed. Who, then, were 
entitled to benefit by this disappearance? Messrs. LirriEpaz 
& Co., who had proved for £56,000, urged that the bank’s 
claim was to be treated as non-existent, and they moved in the 
Manchester County Oourt, where the liquidation was being 
conducted, to expunge the bank’s proof. Primd facie this was 
the proper thing to do; but, unfortunately for the contention, a 

ration does not become extinct without leaving a 
claimant. If the dividend which would have gone to the bank 
was to be treated as ordinary property, then upon the 
extinction of the bank it was bona vacantia, and belonged to the 
Crown. There was the difficulty that when the bank was gone 
the debt due to the bank was also gone, and therefore the 
dividend in favour of the bank was non-existent. This reasoning 
prevailed with the county court judge, and he rejected the 
Crown’s claim. But on appeal the Divisional Court (Waicur and 
Darina, JJ.) took the distinction that after proof the bank had 
a claim rankiog higher than a mere right of action for the debt; 
it had an admitted right to share in the assets, and this right 
survived notwithstanding the extinction of the bank. The 
Crown, therefore, was entitled to take as bona vacantia the 
dividend which would have gone to the bank. It may be 
doubted, however, whether the distinction has any substance in 
it, and it disappoints the other creditors of a benefit in which 
they might fairly have expected to participate. 





Tue circumstances in Re Pontefract Municipal Election Petition 
decided by Waicur and Bruce, JJ., on Tuesday last, were 
somewhat peculiar, but the decision merely gave their logical 
effect to well-established authorities upon the point in question. 
On the 8th of November, the day before the day of the ordinary 
election of aldermen in a borough, a Mr. Tayzor, one of the 
aldermen of Pontefract, by a notice in writing to the town 
clerk, resigned his office, and paid at the same time the fine 
provided for non-acceptance of office. By so doing he strictly 
complied with the provisions of section 36 (1) of the Municipal 
Corporations Act, 1882, as to resignation of office and did every- 





woman, who had been several times convicted of wounding 





thing required to be done by himself to make his resignation 
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- complete and effectual. But sub-section (2) of the same section 


-Town Council before their meeting for the election of aldermen 
was held on the 9th of November. 


‘at the quarterly meeting on the 9th of November, immediately 
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rovides that in any such case the council is forthwith to 
Bclare the office to be vacant and to publish this declaration 
with certain formalities, ‘‘ and the office shall thereupon become 
vacant.” No such declaration was made by the Pontefract 


At this meeting three alder- 
men (including Mr. Taytor, if he still held office) were to 
retire by rotation in the ordinary way, and their places were to 
be filled by election. These aldermen are elected by the council 


after the election of the mayor, but by section 60 (3) of the Act 
an outgoing alderman is expressly prohibited from voting at the 
election of the new aldermen. Mr. Taytor was elected mayor at 
the meeting, and as such would in the ordinary course have an 
original vote, and in case of an equality of votes between 
candidates, a second or casting vote. The three petitioners in the 
election petition seem to have been supported by one party in 
the borough, the three respondents by another. The newly- 
elected mayor and ten others voted for each of the respondents 
and eleven voted for each of the petitioners: the mayor then 
gave a casting vote to each respondent and declared each of them 
to be elected. If the mayor’s office of alderman had been duly 
vacated by his resignation on the previous day he had power 
so to give his votes: if that office was not vacant he was 
“an outgoing alderman,” and had no power to vote at all. 
Now, in Reg. v. Mayor of Wigan (14 Q. B. D. 908) it was decided 
that a resignation is completed by the delivery of the notice 
and the payment of the fine under section 36 (1), and cannot 
afterwards be withdrawn. But Reg. v. Mayor of Leeds (7 A. 
& E. 963), Hardwick v. Brown (L, R. 8 O. P. 406), and Reg. v. 
Mayor of Welshpool (35 L. T. N. 8. 598) make it clear that the 
resignation does not make the office vacant until the declaration 
of vacancy has been duly made by the council under section 36 
(2). Thus while Mr. Taytor after he had given his notice and 
paid his fine could no longer act as alderman, yet the office 
was not vacant, and he was accordingly an alderman whose turn 
it was to retire at the meeting on the 9th of November—he was, 
in fact, ‘an outgoing alderman” within section 60 (3). He 
was, therefore, not entitled to vote at the election of new alder- 
men, and as his votes could not be counted, the three petitioners, 
and not the three respondents, were the persons elected. Having 
regard to the authorities, the case, although a peculiar one, was 
practically free from doubt, and the judges being of this opinion 
refused leave to appeal. 





A pvornt of considerable importance to those concerned in the 
liquor trade came before a Divisional Court this week in the 
case of Stephenson vy. Rogers. The respondents are brewers at 
Bristol, who hold a retail off-licence in respect of cortain 
premises at Cardiff. In another part of the town of Cardiff 
they have an office, in which orders are received, but no stock 
of beer is kept. In this office the appellant, an excise officer, 
gave an order for beer to be delivered at his private house. 
The respondents’ agent told him that they did not sell beer at 
that office, but merely passed on the order to the licensed 
premises where the order might be either accepted or 
rejected. Subsequently the order was received at the licensed 
premises, certain bottles of beer were then appropriated to the 
order, and the goods were delivered by the respondents’ 
messenger to the appellant at his house and there paid for. 
This was an appeal, by way of special case, against the refusal 
of justices to convict the respondents of selling at a place where 
they were not authorized by their licence to sell. © question 
really was, at what place was the sale effected? It may be 
argued that it was effected at the office where the order was 
given, or at the licensed premises, or at the buyer’s residence. 
With regard to the first suggestion (as was held by the 
court in upholding the decision of the magistrates), there 
was clearly, under the circumstances, no contract at all. There 
was merely an order given without acceptance, and if the goods 
had never been delivered apparently no action would lie against 


so there = pe apo = 5 Rad appr: — the 

roperty in the sed to uyér, and there was 
z. complete sale. All that remained was for the seller 
to deliver the goods, and for the buyer to pay for them, 
either of which obligations might be performed by agree- 
ment at any —_ or time without affecting the com- 
pleted sale. There are two recent reported cases on this 
subject which seem to shew clearly that the place where the 
liquor is sold is the place where it is appropriated to the 
order. These cases are Pletis v. Campbell (48 W. IR. 634; 
1895, 2 Q. B. 229), and Pletis v. Beattie (1896, 1 Q. B. 519). 
The appellant in these cases was the same person, a brewer who 
held a retail off-licence. In the first case, an order for beer 
was given to the brewer’s carter at the buyer’s door, and on a 
subsequent day the carter carried out the order by delivering a 
jar of beer at the customer’s house, and there and then receiving 
yment for it. There were a number of other similar 
jars of beer in the cart, and there was no label or mark upon the 
jar to shew that it had been previously appropriated to the buyer. 
Tt was held that the sale took place at the buyer’s house, and 
that the appellant had been rightly convicted. In the other 
case the buyer sent an order for the beer upon a form printed 
on the back of a postcard. The form contained words consent- 
ing to the brewer appropriating goods, of the description 
required, to the order at the brewery. Before leaving the 
brewery the goods were labelled with the buyer’s name and 
address, and were subsequently delivered to him at his house 
and there paid for. Here it was held that the goods, having 
been appropriated to the order at the licensed premises, there 
was a complete sale there, and that therefore the conviction 
was wrong. Mr. Purerrs was therefore successful, though, no 
doubt, at considerable expense, in finding out just where to 
draw the line. 





Tuz Worxmen’s Oompensation Act, 1897, continues to 
occupy & considerable proportion of the time of the Court of 
Appeal, whose decisions are gradually clearing away the numer- 
ous obscurities in which the construction of the Act is involved. 
Two questions of some importance were disposed of last week. 
In Keast v. The Barrow Hematite Steel Co. the questio. was 
as to the meaning of the words ‘average weekly earnings” in 
clause 1 of the first schedule to the Act, under which the amount 
of compensation is to be ‘‘(4) where total or partial incapacity 
for work results from the injury, a weekly payment during the 
incapacity after the second week not exceeding 50 per cent. of 
his average weekly earnings during the previous twelve months, 
if he has been so long employed, but if not, then for any less 
period during which he has been in the employment of the same 
employer, such weekly payment not to exceed one pound.” In 
the present case the injured workman had been employed for 
sixteen years, and during the twelve months preceding the acci- © 
dent his earnings amounted to £70 7s. 9d., giving an average of 
£1 7s. per week. The workman, however, contended—and the 
county court judge gave effect to the contention—that in caleulat- 
ing the weekly average certain odd days, amounting when taken 
together to some three or four weeks, during which he had not 
been at work should be excluded. The result was that his 
earniugs for the year were divided by a less number than 52, 
and the average weekly earnings were in to £193. The 
county court judge therefore awarded 14s. 6d. as the weekly 
payment. It does not appear to have been contended that the 
man’s absences from work amounted to such a break in his 
employment as would bring the case within the latter words of 
the clause quoted; the employment was as contiouing 
for the whole twelve months, although with certain short 
intervals of abstention from work. The result of the view of 
the words “average weekly earnings” adopted in the county 
court was that the more days in the year that a workman 
was absent from his employment the higher would be 
the rate of his compensation in case of injury. The Oourt 
of Appeal held otherwise, and considered that the total 
earnings for the year ought to be divided by fifty-two to 
obtain the weekly average, and that the weeks when the work- 





tho respondents. The order, however, was received at the 
licensed premises, and then the goods were appropriated to 
the order. By this appropriation the order was accepted, and 


man was absent ought not to be subtracted from the divisor. 


This construction seems to be required both by good sense and 
§ Co, some 


by the words of the statute. In Mellor v. 
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words in section 7, the section which defines the employments to 
which the Act is to apply, were under consideration. The words 
dre “in or about any building which exceeds thirty feet in 
height, and is either being constructed or repaired by means of 
a scaffolding or being demolished, or in which machinery driven 
by steam, water, or other mechanical power is being used, &c.” 
The workman in this case was injured while engaged in build- 
the wall of a house ; the wall was less than thirty feet in height, 
but machinery driven by mechanical power was being used in 
connection ‘with it. The question was whether the words 
“which exceeds thirty feet in height” govern the whole of the 
words which follow it, or whether where the machinery referred 
to is used the building need not be thirty feet high to entitle 
the workman to compensation. The double use of the word 
“or” makes the grammatical construction of the section a 
little difficult, but there can be no reasonable doubt that the 
Court of Appeal (affirming the county court judge) arrived at 
the correct interpretation—the building must answer to one of two 
descriptions: it must either be thirty feet high, or it must have 
certain machinery used in connection with it; and further, if it 
falls within the former description only, it must also be either 
in course of construction or repair by means of a scaffolding or 
in course of demolition. Greater clearness would have been 
attained if the draftsman of this clause had inserted the full 
description of each employment in a separate paragraph. 





THE CONSIDERED judgment of Witts and Brvvz, JJ., in Re 
An Arbitration between the Buckingham and Hertford County 
Councils, delivered last week, is a valuable authority on a 
point of local government law on which some judicial guidance 
was very necessary. Under the Local Government Act, 1888, 
the boundaries of areas of local government, such as counties, 
county districts, parishes, and some others, may be altered by 
certain prescribed methods; and supplemental powers as to 
these matters are conferred by the Act of 1894. In the case 
of counties the procedure is a provisional order of the Local 
Government Board, made under section 54 of the Act of 
1888, after a local inquiry, and confirmed by Act of Parlia- 
ment. In the case of districts and parishes the alteration 
is effected by an order of the county council made after a 
similar inquiry, and confirmed by the Local Government Board. 
Local authorities affected by such an order are empowered by 
section 62 (1) to make agreements for the purpose of ‘ adjust- 


. ing” any of their “ property, income, debts and liabilities, and 


expenses’ so far as affected by the order, and the agreement 
may provide, amongst other things, for the “transfer or 
retention of any property, debts, and liabilities . . . and for 
the transfer of any duties, and for the payment by either party 
to the agreement in respect of property, debts, duties and 
liabilities so transferred and retained’ by way of a capital sum 
or a terminable annuity. In default of agreement, the adjust- 
ment may be made by an arbitrator. The matters which may be 
the subject of adjustment are somewhat loosely described, and the 
language used varies in different parts of the clause, and the word 
“ adjustment ”’ is itself a term of undefined significance. Consider- 
able difficulty has been felt as to what may properly beincluded in 
an agreement under section 62, and, in case of an arbitration, 
what may properly be dealt with by the arbitrator; and the 
same remark applies to section 68 of the Local Government 
Act, 1894, the section which provides for adjustments under 
that Act. Cases often occur in which a piece of property, such 
as a'county building or a wcrkhouse, has been provided for the 
use and benefit of a certain area by means of a loan payable 
out of contributions raised from the ratepayers of that area; 
part of the area is transferred by means of an order to 
another aroa and loses tho bencfit of the property in 
question, the original area retaining the property and 
undertaking the liability in respect of the loan. Here 
there is evidently a case for adjustment; property or the 
i to property become affected by the alteration of area; the 

lue of the property retained. by the one area and lost by the 
other must be considered in connection with the liability on the 
loans, and it must be determined whether or not the one ought 
to pay any compensation to the other. And it must be borne in 
mind that the retention of property (together with or without a 





debt upon it) is not necessarily an unmixed advantage: i¢ 
may be a damnosa hereditas, as was suggested to be the case with 
the workhouse in the Rochdale and Haslingden case (1898, 
2 Q. B. 206). That case also raised the more difficult 
question of whether where, without any transfer of pro. 
perty, the loss to one area and the addition to another 
of a particular tract of land involves a loss and a gain of 
rateable value, such loss and gain ought to be the subject of 
adjustment. It was urged in that case that as the Rochdale 
Guardians had lost a portion of their union which was excep- 
tionally free from pauperism, but of course contributed its due 
proportion of the rates, they ought to be compensated for the 
loss. CHANNELL, J., was inclined to think that this was nota 
matter which per se required adjustment, but was an element to 
be taken into account in adjusting the burden and liabilities 
(viz., as to property) which did requireadjustment. This dictum 
is a little difficult to follow, for it would appear that a matter 
which is an element to be considered in making an adjustment 
of other matters ought, if it stands alone, to be itself the 
subject of adjustment. Wis and Bruce, JJ., in the recent 
decision, although not expressly dissenting from this dictum, 
have held that the transfer from one county to another of 
an area which, having regard to its contributions to the common 
fund and the small amount of expenditure which its necessities 
demanded, was a remunerative area, ought to be made the 
subject of an adjustment. In so deciding they have given to 
section 62 of the Act of 1888 the wide meaning which the 
language of that section certainly suggests to be the intended 
import. - If loss and gain arising out of a transfer of property are 
to be adjusted, there seems to be no good reason why loss and 
gain otherwise arising from the alteration of areas should not 
also be adjusted. The Bucks and Herts case is, we believe, the 
only direct decision upon this point, but the question of adjust- 
ment generally is likely soon to be considered by the Court of 
Appeal, where the Rochdale and Haslingden case stands high in 
the list. 








PROOF OF SERVICE OUT OF THE JURISDICTION, 


Ir is a melancholy fact, which legal practitioners of to-day have 
to face, that it is becoming more and more impossible for the 
Rule Committee to make rules to meet the changing require- 
ments of procedure. Its members are not often in London at 
the same time, and when they are, they are too busily engaged 
in battling with arrears of actions for trial to spare much time 
for the consideration of questions which cause trouble to solicitors 
in the conduct of actions. Moreover, they are far removed from 
the means of knowledge of the existence of these causes of 
trouble, which arise for the most part in the interlocutory 
stages of proceedings. The summons for directions was 
probably intended as a patent universal panacea for all the 
interlocutory ills that an action is heir to, But the summons 
for directions has not settled much, while it has unsettled a 
great deal. Regarded as a panacea its stringent operative effect 
on actions has been more convulsive than salutary. It certainly 
has not had, and cannot have, any effect on the subject with 
which we are now dealing. 

When an English litigant sues a foreign person or corporation, 
his first step is to serve his defendant abroad with notice 
of the writ in accordance with the order for service out of the 
jurisdiction. According to the ancient practice of our High 
Court, he must produce proof of that service in the form of an 
affidavit made by the person who effected service, sworn before 
some person in the foreign country duly authorized to ad- 
minister an oath. Our court is very precise in its requirements. 
It will have the oath and nothing but the oath, and unless the 
affidavit is sworn before one of the British Consulate officers, 
or before some notary or other person whose qualification is 
duly vouched for, it will have nothing to do with the 
testimony produced ia proof of service. According to 
English law a were declaration is not evidence in @ 
court of justice. By section 7 of the Statutory Declarations 
Act, 1835 (5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 62), declarations are not to be used 
as evidence in judicial proceedings. The Oaths Act, 1888 (51 
&.52 Vict. c. 46), allowed affirmations by certain persons in 
England to be substituted for oaths, but that permission is con- 
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fined to persons having no religious belief, or to whose religious 
peliet the taking of any oath is contrary. Therefore accord- 
ing a law service in a foreign country must be proved 
on oath. 

It so happens, however, that several foreign governments 
have developed ideas of their own with pa both to 
service of English process in their countries and to 
the question of oaths in general, and these ideas do 
not fit in with the requirements of the English court. 
We called attention to the subdject of oaths in Germany 
some four years ago (vol. 39, p. 53) pointing out the serious 
difficulty which had been created by the then recent law with 
regard to oaths and service in that country. Since then the 
ease of the English plaintiff suing a foreign subject abroad has 
gone from bad to worse. The difficulty in Germany has 
extended to Russia, Switzerland, and Spain. We are without 
very definite information with regard to the law of the countries 
last named. Perhaps some of our readers may be able to 
enlighten us on the point. But it is undoubtedly a fact that 
difficulties have begun to arise in all these three countries, both 
as to service and as to proof of service on oath. The extensive 
trade carried on with Germany places that country in 
the most prominent position with regard to English 
litigants. t is constantly happening that an English 
solicitor charged with the duty of serving notice of a writ 
on a German subject in Germany is met by the reply from 
his correspondent there that the notice of writ can only be 
served by the duly accredited official of the German court, and 
that if anyone else were to attempt to effect service he would 
be arrested. The English solicitor then instructs his corre- 
spondent to have the notice of writ served by the German court 
official, and to get that official to make an affidavit of such 
service, or the nearest approach to an affidavit which can be 
obtained. The result is that he receives by post a certificate by 
the official of the German court that he served the notice of 
writ on the defendant. This certificate is in the German 
language, and generally bears a seal purporting to be that of 
the official in question. 

Then arises the constantly recurring difficulty with the 
English court. This German certificate is the only obtainable 
evidence upon which the English plaintiff can proceed, and 
according to English law it is a species of document which is 
not evidence, and which cannot be filed. One loophole only 
exists for the plaintiff. The solicitor in England may make an 
affidavit of the facts, annexing and exhibiting the German 
certificate together with a translation verified on oath. He 
must then take this proof to a master, or the judge in chambers, 
and apply for leave to file the three documents as a sufficient 
affidavit of service. He may obtain leave or he may not. 
Strictly speaking there is probably no jurisdiction to 
accept such evidence as sufficient proof of service. 
Some day, no doubt, the question of jurisdiction will be 
tried on an application to set aside the service, At present a 
plaintiff so situated has a fair chance of obtaining leave if he 
makes a strong affidavit shewing that he has taken the only 
course allowed by German law both as to the mode and proof of 
service. 

In Switzerland, or possibly in some cantons only in Switzer- 
land, the oath is, we are informed, also abolished, though some 
form of declaration is allowed. Similar difficulties have also 
arisen of late as to proof of service in Russia and Spain, though 
we are unable to state the precise reasons for these difficulties. 


But it appears to us that the real fault lies with the 
English court. Why should it prejudice its own litigants 
by persistently sitting on its own inflexible requirements 
and calmly shutting its eyes to the well-known changes 
in the law and practice of foreign courts as to service, 
and proof of service, within their several jurisdictions? As 
regards this troublesome question our court is like the ostrich 
burying its head in the sand. Justice, we know, must be blind 
in adjudicating, but she needs to keep her keenest powers of 
Vision always at work to preserve the ways to her tribunal free 
from unnecessary obstructions. It would save in the ag —_ 
an ipfinity of trouble, expense, and delay, if only the Rule Com- 
mittee could find the time to consider and remove the minor 
defects of procedure such as that which we have:described. A 


short rule giving discretion to the judge or master to accept as 


evidence of service of English | in foreign countries 
such proof as he might on consideration deem sufficient, would 
meet the present difficulty. 





THE EFFECT OF PAYMENT BY A RECEIVER. 


In the recent case of Re Hale, Lilley v. Foad (47 W. R. 174), 
Byxyg, J., decided an interestin oye as to the effect of a pay- 
ment by a receiver appoin y the mortgagee under a 
mortgage deed in keeping alive a debt against the estate of the 
mortgagor. From the recitals to an agreement under seal dated 
in December, 1886, it appeared that Jennerre Von Swarrwovur 
was entitled for her life to a patent medicine business, the 
reversionary interest in the business belonging to Mrs. Hatz, 
the wife of F. W. Hatz. By the deed the life interest of J. 
Von Swartwovur was sold to F. W. Haz in consideration of an 
annuity of £520 to be paid at the rate of £10 a week fora 
period of five years to J. Von Swartwovur, her executors or 
administrators, whether she survived the period or not. The 
annuity was charged on the business, and the power of appoint- 
ing a receiver under the mare Pa 1881, was expressly 
conferred upon J. Von Swartwovt, it being further provided, by 
way of extension of the provisions of the Act, that any receiver 
so appointed should be at liberty, if so directed in writing by 
J. Von Swarrwovr, to manage and carry on the business, and 
that any sums expended by him for that purpose should be 
charged on the business. In the course of carrying on the 
business Harz became indebted to Litizy in the sum of £1,000 
for printing. It was arranged in October, 1888, that this 
amount should be paid off by instalments of £25 a month, and 
instalments were paid until the death of Harz in June, 1891., 
Hatz by his will appointed an executor and executrix. The 
person appointed executor renounced probate and the will was 
proved by the executrix, Miss Foap, alone. Meanwhile, during the 
life of Haus, the annuity had fallen into arrear, and in July, 1891, 
J. Von Swartwovt, by writing under her hand which referred to 
the agreement of December, 1886, appointed F. Jomnson as 
receiver of the business with full power to manage and carry on 
the same as he might think fit, but subject to the provisions 
contained in the ent. After the death of Harz, four 
sums of £25 each were paid to Litixy on account of his debt 
by various persons concerned in the business, but the only one 
which it is material to consider was a payment of £25 made by 
F. Jounson on the 6th of August, 1891. In the following 
October a fresh receiver was appointed by the annuitant, and he 
declined to make any further payments on account of Litizy’s 
debt. Litizy took out a summons for administration on the 
3rd of July, 1897, and the question thereupon arose whether 
the payment of August, 1891, was such a ¥ ment as would 
keep the debt alive against the estate of F. W. Hata. 

Under the circumstances above stated the plaintiff's debt was 
payable by the executrix of F. W. Hatz out of the assets coming 
to her hands, and had the payment in question been made by 
her it would clearly have been effectual to keep alive the debt. 
According to the well-known rule established by Zanner v. Smart 
(6 B. & ©. 603), an acknowledgment will not keep alive a 
simple contract debt unless it amounts to a poe to pay the 
debt, but an unconditional acknowledgment that the debt is due 
is held to be equivalent to ar age to pay (Green v. Humphreys, 
26 Ch. D. 474), and a similar effect is ascribed to payment, 
whether it is a payment of interest or on account of principal 
(Morgan v. Rowlands, L. R. 7 Q, B. 493; Banfield v. Tupper, 
7 Ex. 27). The payment operates as an unconditional acknow- 
ledgment of the existence of the debt, and there results, as in 
the case of an acknowledgment, a promise to pay which avoids 
the Statute of Limitations, And the same rule applies whether 
the payment is made by the original debtor or by his executor. 
In either case the payment is an acknowledgment of the debt, 
and from the acknowledgment the law implies a promise to pay : 
Fordham vy. Wallis (10 Pp. ~ et oreover, although an 
acknowledgment was required by TanTERDEN’s Act (9 Geo. 
4, ©. 14) to be in writing “signed by the party chargeable 
thereby,” and consequently was ineffectual if — 5 an 
| agent, yet since the statute expressly saved the eifect of pay- 
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ment ‘made by any person whatsoever,” a payment by an 
agent of the debtor was as effectual after the statute as before 
it; and the law has been restored to the same position also in 
respect of acknowledgments by section 13 of the Mercantile 
Law Amendment Act, 1856. 

In the present case, therefore, the question was whether the 
receiver appointed under the mortgage deed was in such a sense 
the agent of the executrix of the mortgagor as to raise from 
payment by the receiver a promise to pay the whole debt on the 
part of the executrix. It has sometimes been contended that a 
receiver appointed under such circumstances is appointed solely 
for the protection of the mortgagee, in order to preserve him 
from the rigour of the liability to account if he was compelled 
himself to go into possession. The receiver is the agent of the 
mortgagor, and hence the ordinary liability of the mortgagee as 
mortgagee in possession is excluded. The point was touched 
upon in Law v. Glenn (L. R. 2 Ch., p. 641), where it was 
argued that the only object and effect of a receivership 
deed was to prevent the mortgagees from being charged 
in the accounts for wilful neglect or default. Rout, L.J., 
however, declined to take this view and intimated that, if 
it were necessary to decide the point, he should hold that 
the receiver was to be treated as being for all purposes the agent 
of the mortgagor. A similar opinion was expressed by Ricsy, 
L.J., in Owen vy. Cronk (1895, 1Q. B., p. 275). ‘The deed,” 
he observed, “‘ provides that the receiver, though appointed by 
the mortgagees, shall be deemed to be the agents of the mort- 
gagors. Itis said that this applies only as between the mort- 
gagors and the mortgagees; but Ido not think it can be so 
limited.” 

Hale Byrne, J., referred to the above dicta as 
sufficiently shewing that, while questions on the appoint- 
ment of a receiver usually arise as between the mortgagor 
and the mortgagee, yet there is nothing in the conditions 
of the appointment to prevent its affecting the rights of 
third parties. The receiver is placed in possession of the busi- 
ness as the agent of the mortgagor, and his authority as agent 
extends to the doing of all acts proper to be done in the way 
of managing the business. ‘It appearstome,” said Byrne, J., 
‘“‘that in the present case the receiver, so long as he acted 
corr | and rightfully, was entitled to manage this business 

y doing that which a prudent man owning the business would 
have done in his place had he been carrying it on on his own 
account.” The payment being thus made by a person 
authorized to pay had the usual effect in saving the debt, 
although there was no express authority to give a fresh 
promise to pay. “I think,’ continued the learned judge, 
“that he made such payment unconditionally, and as agent for 
the mortgagor, who at that time was the executrix, and that the 
payment having been made by the agent of the person liable to 
pay to the person entitled to receive it, the implication of a new 

mise to pay the balance of the debt arises, and that, there- 
ore, this one payment being sufficient, the statute does not 
apply.” The debt, accordingly, had been kept alive. Any 
other decision, it is clear, would be a hardship upon creditors of 
a mortgaged business. The receiver isthe only person who, in 
practice, has the means to make payments to them, and such 
rg ought to have all the usual effect in preserving their 

ts. 








REVIEWS. 
EVIDENCE IN CRIMINAL CASES, 

Roscor’s Diczst oy tue Law oy Evipency 1s CrimINnAL Cases. 
Tweirru Evirion. By A. P. Percevar Keer, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 
Nine years have elapsed since the eleventh edition of this well-known 

work made its appearance, and a new edition was much wanted and 

will be welcomed by all concerned in the administration of the 
criminal law. The name of the present editor appears for the first 
time on the title-page of Roscoe; but he must have come to the task 
of preparing this edition well primed for his work, as he was one of 
the two jvint editors of the last edition of that monumental book 

** Russell on Crimes,” Roscoe is, of course, no rival of Russell. The 

former is intended to be of such « size as to be easily portable and 

convenient for use in court at assizes and sessions. 
In the new edition this intention has been kept well in mind, 





and the book has not been allowed to become unwieldy by the 
addition of the numerous new cases and statutes which are noticed, 
The editor must havé found his task of a somewhat different nature 
from the editing of Russell, in which er are quoted at length 
and space seems of no importance. evertheless, he has been 
thoroughly successful, and the high reputation of Roscoe will be 
fully maintained under Mr. Keep’s auspices. 

For the purpose for which it is intended this work has one rival 
and one only. That one, however, is a formidable one, and is too 
well known to require to be named. It has a great advantage over 
Roscoe, in that it contains a large collection of valuable forms of 
indictments. If such forms could be incorporated with the book 
under notice, Roscoe might possiby become first favourite. 

The new edition is brought well up to date, and the statutes 
passed and cases reported up to a very recent day since 1890 
are carefully noted. There are not many statutes affecting the 
criminal law passed since that year which can be considered 
of the highest degree of importance. Far the most important 
is the Criminal Evidence Act of last year. This Act is incorporated 
in its proper places in the text of the book, though, of course, the 
recent decisions of the High Court upon the Act were given too late 
to be noticed. The Inebriates Act of 1898 has a place in the 
Appendix, but not in the text. Many important new cases are 
mentioned. Amongst these may be noticed Meg. v. Lillyman 
(44 W. R. 654; 1896, 2 Q. B. 167), the case on the admissibility of 
evidence as tothe terms of a complaint made by the prosecutrix in 
cases of rape; Reg, v. Silverlock (48 W. R. 145; 1894, 2 Q. B. 766), 
the case on false pretences made by newspaper advertisements; Reg. 
v. Jones (1898, 1 Q. B. 118), the case of the impecunious person who 
dines well at a restaurant and then reveals the fact that he has no 
money. 

As far as we have been able to test it, the book is fairly free from 
mistakes or misprints. We may, however, point out one slip. On 
p- 58 a reference is given to 57 & 58 Vict. c. 4, instead of c. 41, 
and the error is repeated in the Table of Statutes. We think it isa 
detraction from the usefulness of the book that, in referring to cases, 
each series of reports in which the case may be found is not given. 





COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


Tne YEARLY County Court Practice, 1899. FouNDED oN 
‘‘ ARCHBOLD’s County CourRT PRACTICE”? AND ‘‘ PittT-LEWI8’s 
County Court Practice.” By G. Pirr-Lewis, Q.C., C. ARNOLD 
Waite, Barrister-at-Law, and ARCHIBALD READ, Barrister-at- 
Law. THE CHAPTER ON COSTS AND THE PRECEDENTS OF CosTs, 
by Mr. Morten TurRNER, Registrar of the Watford County Court. 
Two VoLuMEs. Butterworth & Co; Shaw & Sons. 


The new edition of this now standard work does not present many 
new features, and does not, therefore, call for detailed criticism, 
Some important new matter is, however, contained in the present 
edition, to which special reference must be made. Vol. I., for instance, 
now comprises a useful chapter on the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 37)—namely, Chapter V., which, it may 
incidentally be mentioned, is, in the Table of Contents, erroneously 
treated as forming part of Chapter IV., from which, however, 
it is really quite distinct. This new chapter, which extends 
from p. 391 to p. 476, includes the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897, itself, the Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1898 (which 
are sixty-seven in number), with accompanying forms and some 
practical notes to the same, a summary of the Act and Rules, 
and a Time and Practice Table. Though, by the introduction of s9 
much new matter, the bulk of the work has considerably increased, 
this disadvantage is overwhelmingly compensated by the valuable 
additional information given. The notes to the various sections ef 
the new Act are the result of industry and research which deserve 
high commendation, Amongst these notes, those to sections 1 and 7 
are specially valuable, while the alphabetical list, at p. 405, of some 
of the principal places falling within the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897, merits special notice. Reference is now, woreover, for the 
first time, made in Vol. I. to the following statutes—namely, the 
Quarries Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 42), the Factory and Work- 
shops Act, 1895 (58 & 59 Vict. c. 37), and the Light en Act, 
1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 48), all of which, directly or indirectly, con- 
cern matters treated of in this volume. With regard to Vol. IL, 
which, it will be remembered, relates to the special jurisdiction of 
the county courts, as distinguished from its ordinary jurisdiction, it 
may suffice to say that it now comprises the jurisdiction under the 
Highways and Lectinelives (Amendment) Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict, 
c. 77), 8 23, which has recently been transferred to the 
county courts by the Locomotives Act, 1808 (61 & 62 Vict. c. 29), 
s. 12, as well as that conferred upon the county courts by the 
Inebriates Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vict. c. 60), On the other hand, the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, no longer appears in Vol. IL., it 
being now, as already stated, treated of at length in Chapter V. of 
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Vol. I. The cases decided down to December, 1898, appear to be 
referred to in the present edition. As, however, the Table of Cases 
‘professes to refer to all contemporary reports of the cases cited, it 
may be useful to mention that both The Theodora and The Ruby 
(No. 2) are reported in 46 W. R., the former at p. 157, and the latter 
at-p. 687, to neither of which reports, however, is reference made in 
the table. In conclusion, it should be stated that a new editor— 
namely, Mr. Archibald Read, is now associated with the old editors 
as reponsible for the contents of these volumes. 





CRIMINAL LAW. 


PRINCIPLES OF THE CRIMINAL LAw. A CoNCISE EXPOSITION OF THE 
NATURE OF CRIME, THE VARIOUS OFFENCES PUNISHABLE BY THE 
EnciisH LAw, THE LAw oF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE, AND THE 
Law oF SumMARyY Convictions. WITH TABLE OF OFFENCES, 
THEIR PUNISHMENTS AND STATUTES ; TABLES OF CASES, STATUTES, 
&c. By Seymour F. Harris, B.C.L., M.A. (Oxon). Eicaru 
EpiT1Ion. By CHARLES L. ATTENBOROUGH, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 


This well-known book for students on the criminal law keeps up 
its deservedly high reputation in the hands of the present editor. 
It contains all that a student need know in order to pass any 
ordinary examination on this branch of the law, and the fact that 
only two years and a-half have passed since the seventh edition made 
its appearance shews that the work is appreciated by the class for 
whom it is primarily intended. Since the last edition was published, 
the only really great and important change in the law is that effected 
by the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898. The passing of this Act has 
obliged the editor to re-write a great part of the chapter on wit- 
nesses, and also to make many alterations in the rest of the book. 
The effect of the Act is stated very clearly in the text, and the Act is 
set out in full in an appendix. All the other Acts passed since the 
last edition, and all the reported cases which are of importance to a 
student, are referred to accurately and concisely in their proper 


places. 


A DicEst oF CAsEs RELATING TO CrimMINAL LAw, DOWN TO THE 
Enp or 1897. By Joun Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This is a digest, modelled after the same fashion as the other well- 
known digests of Mr. Mews, of all cases relating to thacriminal law 
decided during the last 150 years, or thereabouts. There are about 
2,500 of these cases referred to, and they are classified, and the effect 
of each is given, with that accuracy and care for which the editor is 
80 justly distinguished. The only objection we can put forward to the 
work is the difficulty of finding what is wanted. It is all there, but it 
might be much easier to find. This is due chiefly to the fact that the 
sub-headings of the great sections into which the book is divided are 
not printed at the top of each page. Suppose, for example, the work 
isreferred to for cases on some point in the law of Socom. We 
find, on turning over the pages, that no page bears the word 
“Larceny” at its top. There are, however, nearly three hundred 
pages headed ‘‘ Against Property of Individuals.” If we begin at 
the first page of the section so headed and turn over 150 pages or so 
we come at last to larceny. This process, of course, means a certain 
loss of time. Otherwise the design of the book is well carried out, 
and many practitioners will find it exceedingly useful to have a 
thoroughly reliable digest limited to the criminal law. 








BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Some Account of George William Wilshere, Baron Bramwell of 
Hever, and his Opinions. By CHARLES FAIRFIELD. With a Portrait. 
Macmillan & Co. (Limited). 

The Law of Principal and Surety. 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 

Church Law: being a Concise Dictionary of Statutes, Canons, 
Regulations, and Decided Cases affecting the Clergy and Laity. By 

JAMIN WHITEHEAD, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 10s. 6d. 

The Yearly Supreme Court Practice, 1899: being the Judicature 
Acts and Rules, 1873 to 1898, and other Statutes and Orders 
Relating to the Practice of the Supreme Court, with the “re 
Practice of the House of Lords. With Practical Notes. By M 
B.A,, M.A., B.C.L., 


By 8. A. T. Rownatr, M.A., 


Murr MAcKENZIE, 8. G. Lusureron, 


Barristers-at-Law, and Joun Cuares Fox, a Master of the Supreme 
Court. Assisted by C. G. 8. McAuisrer, ARcurpaLD Reap, B.A,, 
and Bruce L. Ricumonp, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. In One Volume. 
Butterworth & Co, 


ished.”* In his opinion t . 
which —that was to say, any building on which—“‘ machinery driven by 


Numerous Examples illustrating their Incidence. An Index of Titles . 


and an Appendix of the Customs and Inland Revenue Acts, 1880, 
1881, 1888, and 1889; the Intestates’ Estates Act, 1890; and the 
Finance Acts, 1894, 1896, and 1898. By A. W. Norman, B.A., 
B Sc. (Lond.), of the Legacy and Succession Duty Office. Second 
Edition. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

The Powers, Duties, and Liabilities of Executive Officers, as 
Between the Officers and the Public. A Concise Inquiry imto the 
Limits of Executive Authority and the Remedies for Breach or 
Excess thereof. By A. W. CHASTER, Barrister-at-Law. Fifth 
Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 

Kelly’s Draftsman: containing a Collection of Concise Precedents 
and Forms in Conveyancing. ith Introductory Observations and 
Practical Notes. Third Eiition. By Lzonarp H. West, LL.D., 
Solicitor, Law Tator to the Incorporated Law. Socivty (U.K.), and 
Wit11aM AvstIN, Solicitor. Butterworth & Co. 


Seven Lectures on the Law and History of Copyright in Books, 
By AvGusTINE BrrreEt, Q.C., M.P. Cassell & Co, (Limited). 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
MELLOR v. TOMKINSON & CO. No.1. 1th Jan. 


Master anp Servant—ComPensaTION ror AccipeNTAL Iyscrres—Emptory- 
MENT ON Burtprsc—Bvuriprmxc over Tutrty Feer w Heicut—Buiipixe 
ON wuich Macurvery Driven py Mecnantcat Power ts seine Usep— 
Worxmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, s. 7. 


This was an appeal from an award of the judge of the County Court 
of Liverpool in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897. The workman, Thomas Mellor, claimed compensation 
from his employers, James Tomkimson & Co., for accident«l injuries 
suffered by him in the course of his employment. The injuries wege 
caused by a piece of -brick going into his eye, in consequence of 
which it became necessary to have the eye removed. At the time 
of the accident the claimant was engaged in building a house in 
Vauxhall-road. The walls were then only about five or six feet above 
the level of the ground. The claimant, who was a bricklayer, was 
working on a scaffolding just above the basement of the house. Some 
fellow-workmen were & in hauling some beams, which were lying 
by the side of the building, into the building for the purpose of making a 
floor. A pole twenty feet high was standing fixed in the ground and 
steadied with guy ropes, and fastened on the top of the pole there was a 
wheel or pulley, over which ran an iron chain. Each beam was attached 
by clips to one end of the chain, and the men pulled the other end of 
the chain and so raised the beam and drop it into its bed. Six 
or seven men were working at the beam and chain together, two to 
guide the beam, the rest at the chain. It was contended at the trial on 
the part of the claimant that the case came within section 7 of the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, as the employment in question was employment 
on, in, or about an engineering work, or in the alternative was employ- 
ment on, ia, or about a building on which machinery driven by steam, 
water, or other mechanical power was being used. It was contended on 
the part of the employers that the case did not come withia the section, 
because the employment was not employment on, in, or about an 
engineering work, nor was it on, in, or about a building more 
than thirty feet in height; but it was admitted that the chain and 
pulley might be machinery driven by mechanical power. Section 7 
of the Workmen’s Compensation Act provides as follows: ** (1) This Act 
shall apply only to employment by the undertakers, as hereinafter defined, 
on or in or about a railway, factory, mine, quarry, or engineering work, 
and to employment by the undertakers, as hereinafter defined, on or in or 
about any building which exceeds thirty feet in met, ae is either 
being constructed or repaired by means of a . or 
demolished, or on which machinery driven by steam, water, or other 
mechanical power is being used for the purpose of the construction, 
repair, or demolition thereof. (2) In this Act . . . 
work’ means any work of construction or alteration or repair of a railroad, 
harbour, dock, canal, or sewer, and includes any other work for the 
construction, alteration, or repair of which machinery driven by steam, 
water, or other Yr; power is used.” The county court j was 
of opinion that the claimant was engaged in “‘ engineering 
defined by section 7, sub-section 2, of the Act, and also that he was 
entitled to compensation under sub-section 1, and he made an award 
for compensation in the claimant's favour. The employers appealed. 

Tur Covrr (A. L. Surrn, Currry, and Cous, LJJ.) ssed the 
appeal. : 

yu Svrtn, L.J., said that, as the employers had admitted at the trial 
that the chain and pulley might be machinery driven by mechanical 
power, it was not open to them now to take the point that there was no 
mechanical power. The question then was, did the case come within sub- 
section 1 of section Tof the Act, That sub-section said the Act was to 
apply to “any building which exceeds thirty feet in height, and is either 
being constructed or repaired by means of a scaffolding, or demal- 

= section there paused, and then contin oF an 
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thé construction, repair, or demolition thereof.” If the building in 
quéstion was one on which machinery driven by mechanical power was 
being used, it was not necessary, in order to come within the Act, that it 
should be thirty feet high. 

Currry and Cortins, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnser, Clavell Salter ; 
Pi¢kford, Q.C., and Segar. Soxscrrors, Mackrell, Maton, § Co.; Crowders § 
Vizard, 


ward... di 
. [Reported by F. G. Ruoxer, Barrister-at-Law. } 





“High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


PRUDENTIAL ASSURANCE CO. (LIM.) ». CHURCH COPPENHALL 
' PARISH COUNCIL. Div. Court. 14th Jan. 


Locat’ Governuent—Action To Recover AN InstatMentT Due on A Dest 
Inccvrrep ny Buriat Boarp rrom tHe Parish Covuncit—Costs— 
Manpamvs—Bvrtar Act, 1852 (15 & 16 Vicr. c. 81), s. 19—Locau 
Government Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 72), ss. 7 AND 67. 

In this case counsel usked for judgment for the amount claimed on the 
writ with costs and for a mandamus commanding the defendant council to 
Rey out of any money coming into their hands the amount in question. 

e action was brought by the Prudential Assurance Co. (Limited) against 
the defendant council to recover payment of an instalment of an annuity 
which was secured to the company by a deed entered into in 1891, the 
pores to the deed being the plaintiffs and the then Ohurch Coppenhall 

urial Board. By operation of sections 7 and 67 of the Local Government 

Act, 1894, the duties and liabilities of the burial board were transferred to 

the parish council. The instalment amounted to £35 103. and became 

due in April, 1898. The writ was issued on the 25th of July. 

The defendants had after action brought paid the instalment but 

not the costs, and did not enter appearance. The company therefore 

filed-a statement of claim and moved for judgment, the defendants 
not appearing to the motion [Cuanner1t, J.—I do rot see why you 
require a mandamus.| By section 19 of the Burial Act, 1852, expenses in 
cunnection with the burial board could be properly paid out of the poor 
rate. It appeared doubtful if the parish council by the subsequent Acts 
had other powers vested in them to pay such expenses. If the mandamus 
‘was’ granted the judgment debt would have to be paid out of any 
money which might come into the possession of the defendant council. 
CHaNNELL, J.—Under what rule do you move for judgment‘] The 
a | Dae for judgment in default of appearance was made under ord. 27, 
tr. . 


Bruce, J.—You are certainly entitled to judgment for the amount of 
the instalment and the costs, and you can have a mandamus, but you take 
it at your peril and subject to any objection that may hereafter bs raised 
to it by the defendants, 

CuHANNeELL, J.—I agree. Your mandamus will be to comply with the 
judgment. Jndgment accordingly.—Covnsen, A. A. Bethune. Sousctror, 
Nicholas Hanhart. : 

[Reported by Ersxixr Retp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


YABBICOM (Appellant) v. KING (Respondent). Div. Court. 13th Jan. 


Oorroration—Bvuiipiyec—Bye-Laws—Power or Loca AUTHORITY TO 
Ser Asrpe. 


Case stated by two of her Majesty’s justices of the peace for the city 
and county of Bristol. Ata petty sessions holden at Bristol an informa- 
tion by the appellant against the respondent under section 35 of the 
Bristol Improvement Act, 1847, charging that the respondent unlawfully 
did erect a certain houre contrary to the provisions of the said Act, inas- 
much as he omitted to build a parapet to the said house, was heard and 
determined, and upon such hearing the aforesaid justices dismissed the 
said information. ‘The facts proved at the aforesaid hearing were as 
follows : The house mentioned in the said information was erected by the 
respondent at Bell Hill, in the parish of St. George, in the city and county 
of ‘Bristol, at a date subsequent to the 31st of October, 1897, being the 
date of the commencement of the Bristol Corporation Act, 1897. Prior 
to that Act the suid parish was situate in the urban district of St. 
George, in the county of Gloucester, and by the provisions of that Act 
the said parish became part of the city and county of Bristol. The said 
house Was one of a continuous row of houses, and the walls separating the 
house from the adjoining houses on either side were party walls. The 
respondent had not erected parapet walls on the said party walls above 
the roofs of the adjoining houses. The said house was erected in accord- 
ancé ‘with a plan deposited by the eg eee with the Urban District 
Council of St. George before the 12th of June, 1896. The plan did not 
comiply with the 26th of the bye-laws made under section 157 of 
the Pubic Health Act, 1875, and then in force in the said urban district, 
in that’ it shewed that the party walls of the house were not intended to 
bé carried up above the roofs of the adjoining houses,.as required 
4 the eaid bye-law; but, notwithstanding such rae ge 

urban ‘district council approved the plan on the 12th of 
“June, 1896, which approval was endorsed on the said plan. The 
Bristol’ Improvement Act, 1847, section 35, enacts that ‘‘all separate 
‘ side walls or party walls shall be well and closely lined up to the under- 
ride of the slates upon the roof of the building, and the parapets of the 
height and thickness as specified for party walls shall be built. on such side 
- or party wall ’’ ; and section 37 enacts that ‘‘ every parapet wall and 
‘every party’wall hereafter to be erected within the city ana county shall 
‘be carried up at least two feet above the slates or p Ba covering of the 


roofs of the premices adjoining,” The aforesaid bye-laws of the urban 
district of St. George dated the 4th of November, 1885, provide as fellows: 








Section 26. “‘ Every ae who shall erect anew building shall cause every. 
party wall of such building to be carried up nine inches at the least in thick. 
ness. (1) Above the roof flat: or gutter of the highest building adjoining 
thereto to such height as will give inthe case of a building of the 
warehouse class or of a public Puilding a distance of at least. three 
feet, and in the case of any other building a distance of at least; 
fifteen inches measured at right angles to slope of the roof or 
above the highest part of any flat or gutter as the case may be.”’. The 
Bristol Corporation Act, 1897, enacts as follows: Section 15, ‘* Provided 
that all plans of new streets and of new buildings within the added area 
approved by the urban district councils or the local authorities At yey 
before the commencement of this Act shall be valid for the period of two 
years after that date, but at the expiration of that period fresh plans of 
such new streets and new buildings as shall not at that date have been 
commenced shall be deposited for the approval of the corporation, which 
plans shall be in conformity with the bye-laws, rules, and regulations in 
force within the city.’’ Section 30 (1). ‘‘ Except as by this Act otherwise 
expressly provided, all the jurisdiction . of the corporation as a 
municipal body and of the council of the existing city, and any committee 
thereof acting in the execution of such enactments as are at the com- 
mencement of this Act in force within the existing city, and of the 
corporation as the urban sanitary authority for the district or any com- 
mittee thereof shall extend to and throughout the city . . . and 
all bye-laws, orders, and regulations at the commencement 
of this Act in force within and applicable to the existing city or to the 
burgesses or inhabitants thereof shall, subject to the provisions of this 
Act, extend and apply to the city and the inhabitants and burgesses there- 
of. . . .” The appellant contended that on the authority of Re 
MeIntosh and the Pontypridd Improvements Commitice (61 L. J. Q. B. 164, 
8 Times L. R. 128, 203), the approval by the Urban District 
Council of St. George of a plan contravening the bye-laws of 
the urban district of St. George was a nullity; that the proviso to 
section 15 of the Bristol Corporation Act, 1897, applied to cases 
where the bye-laws of the urban district of St. George differed from 
the bye-laws, rules, and regulations in force within the city and preserved 
for two years the right to build in accordance with approved plans com- 
plying with the bye-laws of St. George, but that it did not make valid a 
plan which had been illegally approved; that the case must not be 
regarded as though no plan had been approved by the district council 

that the respondent’s house must therefore comply with the Bristol Im- 
provement Act, 1847; and that by sections 35 and 37 of that Act the 
respondent was obliged to erect parapets on the party walls of his house, 
and to carry up the said party walls at least two feet above the slates or 
other covering of the roofs of the adjoiming premises. The respondent 
contended that as the district council of St. George had in fact approved 
of the plan of his house, he was entitled under the proviso to section 15 of 
the Bristol Corporation Act, 1897, to build the house in accordance with 
the plan, and thgt the justices had no authority to inquire whether the plan 
did or did not comply with the bye-laws of the urban district of St. 
George nor whether the approval of the plan was or was not valid. The 
justices were of opinion that the respondent’s construction of section 
15 of the Bristol Corporation Act, 1897, was correct. Also that sections 35 
and 37 of the Bristol Improvement Act, 1847, did not make it obligatory to 
build parapets on party walls of buildings erected in the city, but merely 
required that, if any parapets were built, they should be of the height and 
thickness therein sp:cified. The questions of law for the court were 
whether such construction of section 15 of the Bristol Corporation Act, 
1897, and sections 35 and 37 of the Bri:tol Improvement Act, 1847, were 
correct. 

Tue Courr (Day and Lawrzancer, JJ.) allowed the appeal. This case 
was clearly governed by Re McIntosh and Pontypridd Improvements Committee, 
which was rightly decided, and was a binding authority on this court. 
The Brictol Corporation was in no better position than St. George’s Urban 
Council and could only exercise the authority that that council could 
exercise. That courcil would have been entitled to take proceedings in 
this case as they had no power to dispense with their own bye-laws. ‘The 
‘* approval ”’ mentioned in section 15 of the Bristol Corporation Act, 1897, 
is not mere actual approval, but must be taken to mean the lawful 
approval of the authority in question. Appeal allowed.—CounszL, Clavell 
Saiter ; Eldon Bankes, Sowtcrrons, Robins, Hay, Waters, § Hay, for D. 
Travers Burges, Bristol ; Meredith, Roberts, '§ Mills, for T. D. Sibley, Bristol, 

[Reported by E. G. S111.wett1, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re AFRICAN GOLD CONCESSIONS AND DEVELOPMENT CO. (LIM.). 
Wright, J. 11th, 12th, and 14th Jan. 


Company —Winpinag urp—PayMgNT OTHERWISE THAN IN OasH—FILED 
Contract—IpENTIFICATION —EstorpreL—Oompanies Act, 1867 (30 & 31 
Vier. c. 131), s. 25. 


Summons by Messrs. Markham and Darter that their names might be 
reinstated in the list of fully-paid shareholders. In 1892 the applicants 
assisted one Osborne with money for the purpose of developing certain lands 
and mining rights which he possessed, taking an interest in the property 
for doing so. As Osborne proposed to sell the property, he was given 4 
power of attorney by the aa iathioctatng ies to sell their interest 
either for cash or fully paid-up shares in a company to be formed for 
the purchase of the property. In 1894 they handed over their title- 
deeds to a pee claiming them as purchaser from Osborne. 
Without the wledge of the applicants Osborne formed a syndicate 
called the Homtini Syndicate to take over the property and re-sell it 
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at an increased. price to a company to be formed. This was done; the 


company was formed, and iesued to the applicants as of 
the Hromtini Syndicate for their interest in the property. Thea 

did not know of this arrangement, but received the shares from the com- 
pany, which stated that they were fully paid up. There were three con- 
tracts entered into in respect of these transactions—the first, dated the 6th 
of December, 1894, between the Homtini Syndicate and the trustee for the 
intended company, fully indicated and identified the property with the con- 
sideration given. The second, dated the 12th of December, 1894, provided 
for the allotment to the Homtini Syndicate, as vendors, or. ifs n' es, of 
22,500 fully-paid shares at 103. each, and 277,493 10s, shares with 8s. paid 
up, ‘as mentioned in an agreement dated the 6th day of December, 1894, 
and provided that, ‘‘In consideration of the allotment of such shares as 


aforesaid the vendors will forthwith hereafter give the company possession | 


of the premises more particularly mentioned in the said agreement. In 
all respects the eaid agreement is hereby confirmed.’’ The third contract, 
dated the 19th of December, 1894, between the company and the Homtini 
Syndicate, stated that in consideration of the Homtini Syndicate giving 
the company a ere of the land and premises situate in 
the mining district of Millwood, in Cape Colony, South Africa, ‘‘more 
rticularly mentioned and referred to in an agreement dated the 6th of 
ecember, 1894,” the company should allot to the syndicate or its 
nominees 22,500 fully-paid shares of 10s. each, ‘‘to be numbered 8 to 
22,507 both inclusive, and for all purposes the said shares shall be deemed 
fully-paid shares in the said ——, These last two contracts were 
registered with the Registrar of Jo 
of the shares, but the ent of the 6th of December was not 
registered. The liquidator having removed the applicant’s name from the 
list of fully-paid shareholders on the ground that the two registered 
contracts did not satisfy the requirements of section 25 of the Companies 
Act, 1867, the applicants now applied to be reinstated in that list on 
the ground that the contracts filed were sufficient to satisfy the section, 
and that the liquidator was estopped from denying that the shares were 
not fully paid up by reason of the statement in the certificate that the 
shares were fully paid up. 

Wricut, J., held that though the earlier of the two filed contracts might 
not be sufficient to satisfy the section because there was in it no indication of 
the nature of the ‘‘ premises ’’ except the reference to an t which 
was only identified by the date and parties to it, yet if the later contract 


was sufficient in form, the earlier was not material except in so far as it: 


might lead to the conclusion that the later did not state the real contract 
as it stood when the shares were issued, The real question was whether 
the later filed contract satisfied the language of the statute. The two 
contracts of the 6th and the 19th of December were sufficient together to 
satisfy the Statute of Frauds, but a that of the 19th of December 
might not have been sufficient. as it necessary to have the com- 
plete identification within the four corners of the filed contract ? 
In the present case he had come to the conclusion that the filed 
contract might be a contract in writing determining the pa; t for 
the shares shall be otherwise than in cash, notwithstanding that 
evidence beyond the writing itself is necessary to co te the identifi- 
cation, provided the writing clearly explains, as one did, what 
was the nature of the consideration which was to be substituted for 
cash and supplied the means of identification, It was true the means 
of identification might not be accessible to a person inspecting the filed 
contract ; but neither would he in general be any the wiser if the filed con- 
tract described the particular properties by locality, name, and bounds. It 
was enough if there were an enforceable contract which stated with 
reasonable plainness the nature of the consideration which was substituted 
forcash. As to the estoppel. The applicants knew that they had not 
paid cash, and they could not have supposed that the company was 
making them a present of shares which someone else had paid for in cash. 
The liquidator was therefore not estopped from denying the payment in 
cash, nor was he estopped from denying the sufficiency of the filed con- 
tract ; it would be a strong thing to bold that a company by a certificate 
stating that shares have been paid in full warrants the sufficiency in law of 
a filed contract. That would nullify section 25. Application allowed with 
costs.—CounseL, Buckley, Q.O., and Rowden; Jenkins, Q.C., and R. J. 
Quain. Soxscrtors, Bird § Eldridge ; Clayton, Sons, § Fargus. 
{Reported by C. W. Mean, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re H, P,. THOMAS. C. A. No, 2. 13th Jan. 


Banxruptcy—Execution—Sueuirr’s Rigut to Pounpace—Goops Sxrrzep 
By Suerirr, nut Not Soup — Sate Sroprep ny Norice or Recervine 
Orper AND Request To Detiver Goops to Orricra, Recerver—Banx- 
ruptcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), s. 11, sun-Sectron 1—Suerirrs 
Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 55), s. 20, sun-secrrons 1, 2; ann Oper 
Mave THeRgeunper as To Fees (8lst or Aveust, 1888). 


This was an appeal by the sheriff of Middlesex from a decision of the 
Divisional Court (on appeal from the judge of the Edmonton County 
Court), holding the appellant not entitled to poundage in respect of a sale 
which had been stopped by notice of a receiving order and a request to 
deliver the goods to the official receiver. In March, 1898, the sheriff of 
Middlesex had, under awrit of execution issued in an action in which the 
debtor, H. P. Thomas, was defendant, seized goods bel to the 
debtor. The sale of the goods co seized was duly adveriised to place 
on the 31st of March, 1898 ;’ but on the 29th of the official receiver 


¢-Stock Companies prior to the issue | 


' order had been made the debtor, 
of section 11 of the 
' to the official receiver. The sheriff 
: Fr Seeman meer ig to the debioeie sevens in 
| of charges whic’ a charge for po 
registrar of the Edmonton Coun Const disafiswed the charge 
poundage. The taxation was then on review before the county. 
! court judge, who reversed the registrar’s and allowed the ty 
age. The trustes fn baskwapteyr to the Divisional Court ( t 
_ and Darling, JJ.), which rev the decision of the county court 
lees to cquach ond on equiiadete evan at heme sae 
eave to aj and he a art i . The 
| question 5 aman upon, first, sub-section 1 of section 11 of the Bankr 
Act, 1890, which enacts that ‘‘ where any goods of 
execution, and before the sale thereofor the completion of the execution 
by the receipt or recovery of the full amount of the levy, notice is served 
on the chest thet 0 peosiving enter ben been made against the debtor, 
sheriff shall, on request, deliver the goods and 
in part satisfaction of the execution to the 
the execution shall be a first charge on the goods or money so delivered, 
and the official receiver or trustee may-sell the goods, or an uate part 
thereof, for the p of satisfying the charge”; and, secondly, the 
order made under the Sheriffs Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 55), which is 
set out in the Annual Practice for 1899, vol. ii., at pp. 236-239, It was 
argued, on behalf of the sheriff, that poundage was of ‘‘ the costs of 
the execution,”’ within eection 11 of the Act of 1890; that Madeley v.Green- 
wood (42 Soricirors’ Journa, 34) established that the who ‘‘ stopped” 
a sale by the sheriff was liable to pay po’ ; and, on the au t 
The Trustee of Woolford’s Estate v. Levy (40 W. R. 483; 1892, 1 Q. B. 29, 
779, 781, 782), that in this case the official receiver had, by his request to 
deliver the goods to him, “‘stopped”’’ the sale, which would have gone 
on notwithstanding mere notice to the eheriff that a receiving order had 
been made. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, M.R., and Ricny and Vavenan Wiis, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal, without calling upon counsel for the trustee in 
bankruptcy. 

Linptey, M.B., said: We need not trouble you, Mr. Crawford. It 
appears to me that the decision from is perfectly correct. Let 
us, in examining it, proceed by steps. First of all, let us take this ease 
apart from the rules about the sheriff’s fees which were made under the 
Act of 1887. Apart from those rules the sheriff, the present appellant, 
has, to my mind, no case at all. That isas plain ere in law can be. 
The sheriff has seized, no doubt, but he has not ; , a8 he has no! 
sold, he was, by the law which had been settled for years, not entitled to 
poun . I know that there is a qualification upon that doctrine of hw 
where the sheriff has seized, and where, although he has not sold, the 
court bas regarded him as having produced the money which has been 
obtained by the execution creditor. As to the case of Madeley v. Greenwood” 
(ubi supra), if in that case the execution creditor did not his I 
should think that the decision was wrong; if he get it, the ‘decision - 
may be right. But apart from that. co » that the sheriff 
produced the money received by the execution creditor—a ' 
which we have not to consider » because, of course 
got any money through the sheriff’s action—I say 
rules of 1888 make a di e 
That is consistent with the decision in Miles v, E 
Mr. Muir Mackenzie, for the appellant, howeve 
bow, because he says that the order of 1888 i re benefici than 
the old law was. We must look at that, of course. By the Sheriffs Act, 
1887, power is given to the Rule Committee to fix the fees set forth in t 
schedule ; and in exercising that power the Rule Committee this 
**do hereby, in pursuance and execution of the powers 
Sheriffs Act, 1887, fix the fees set forth in the schedule hereto 
the fees to be demanded, taken, and received by any sheriff or 
sheriff concerned in the execution of process directed to the sheriff 
several proceedings mentioned in the said schedule as from the date 
order.’’ Then comes a table of fees for the execution of writs 
eee ME ll, bt wn => last of oe in the schedule, 

e 8 poundage, provides “* sheriff's poundage 
for delivery af the writ to the under-sheriff shall be the 
making of this order.’’ There is not 
shall be entitled to poundage when he does not sell; the language 
ed ee Senge, WLAN tans air ten’ om to interfere at all 
right to poundage. What they say 
way whetevek. Now, the right of the 
is given by a statute of Elizabeth, and poundage is payable to 

on a sale, or possibly on the realization of money 
without a sale. Then the order on: 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, be levied in every case in which an 
execution is by sale’’?; but here there was no 
order also provides that ‘‘in every case 
satisfied, or stopped, the fees under this 
issuing the execution, or the person 
stopped, as the case may be.”” The 
*‘ and the amount of eny costs and 
be taxed by a master of the Supreme 


Act 1890) ts 
i y deliver up the goods. 
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seryed the sheriff, who was still in possession, with notice that a receiving 


the notice and the request to deliver the goods, did “ the sale.” Bat 
Sli dase aad Gravy en ngeelinas Gancnaie tea ead ine the 
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“feés*under this order.” Now, that cannot mean that all the fees 
enumerated in the order are to be paid, whether they have been earned or 
not. That would-be nonsense. -What -must-be meant, because it. is the 
only sensible construction, is that such fees as have been earned: up to the 
time. of the stop of: the sale are to be paid, unless we are to go to the 
pteposterous and absurd length of saying that all ‘‘ the foregoing fees ’’ 

are to be whenever the execution has been stopped. I think we 
cannot decide in Mr. Muir Mackenzie’s favour. The appeal must be dis- 
missed, and dismiesed in the usual way, with costs. 

Riasy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Vavenan Wiss, L.J., said: -The-sheriff’s poundage is a fee which 
— by a statute of Queen Elizabeth. Now, the words of that statute 
did leave an open question, because the word was simply “‘levy.’’ But it 
was decided~although I cannot give the name of the case, I am certain it 
was decided—even earlier than the case of Miles v. Harris (ubi supra), 
which was cited to us this morning, that ‘“‘levy’’ in that statute meant 
turning the goods into money; and in Miles v. Harris itself Erle, C.J., 
when he comes to deliver judgment, says that he was only confirming a 
previous decision. He rays: ‘‘ The question is whether a seizure of goods 
under the ji. fa. is a levy within that statute. I am of opinion that the 
sheriff has not levied so as to be entitled to poundage under that statute 
until the goods seized have been turned into money.’’ Now, there has 
been no departure in any of the cases from that rule. It is quite true that 
in a case where the execution creditor has stopped the sale because he has 
got his money, that has in some way or other been held to be within the 
scope of the statute. But that construction has here no application what- 
soever. ‘The 11th item of the order of August, 1888 gives the sheriff the 
same poundage and fee for delivery of the writas he was entitled to before 
the making of that order; and it really is not denied that the fees 
given to him there are the fees he earned down to the time of the notice 
of the receiving order and the demand for possession of the goods. 
According to the principle laid down in the case just cited, poundage has 
not been earned, because the goods have not been turned into monoy. 
—Counset, M. Muir Mackenzie; J. D, Crawford, Sorcrtors, Charles A. 
Bannister § Reynolds ; Powell §& Skues. 

[Reported by R. C. Mackenziz, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re JOHN T. BRAID (An Unqualified Person), Ez parte THE INCOR- 
PORATED LAW SOCIETY. Div. Court. 12th Jan. 


Soxtcrror—Unaqvatiriep Person Actinc as Sonicrror iN THE NAME OF A 
Soricrror—Remvuneration AccerTep—MisconpucT—ATTACHMENT. 


This was a motion on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society for a writ 
of attachment against John T. Braid, who had formerly been a solicitor’s 
managing clerk, for contempt of court, under 23 & 24 Vict. c. 127. 8. 26, 
in having acted as a solicitor in the name of a solicitor of the Supreme 
Court contrary to section 2 of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73. The contempt of which 
the: eee was charged was that he had extracted probate of the will 
of one Daniel Clements, deceased, in the name of Mr. Frederick Duke, a 
solicitor, who,made an affidavit to the effect that Braid had acted without 
his authority or-ctmsent,,. The respondent, who was not represented, had 
filed a lengthy affidavit,-which he forwarded to the court, stating that he 
believed he had —— act from the solicitor in question, and did not 
think, in doing as he had done, that he was acting improperly. 

Brvcz, J., in giving judgment, said the court were of opinion that a 
writ of attachment should issue. By the respondent’s affidavit he set up 
as a defence that he was authorized by another solicitor to act in bis name. 
That was absolutely denied by the solicitor referred to. Even assumin 
the statements in the respondent's affidavit to be true, he had committe 
an offence under the Solicitors Act, and had acted in the name of a 
solicitor when he was not entitled to do £0. The public were entitled to 
have their cases conducted by the solicitor they engaged, and to have their 
business carried out under his superintendence, and not merely to have 
the name of a solicitor given to someone else to use. It was quite clear 
from the respondent’s own affidavit that in this case there was no kind of 
superintendence by the solicitor whose name was taken. The court had 
jurisdiction, under the Judicature Act, 1873, to deal with a matter arisin 
in the Probate Court. The respondent had not denied that he had receive 
money for the work. It was not, however, necessary to pass any severe 
Pp ent upon Braid in order to mark the court’s sense of his mis- 
conduct; and the order would be that a writ of attachment should issue, 
and that the respondent should be kept in prison for a fortnight. 

NNELL, J., concurred.—CounseL, Hollams. Souicrror, The Solicitor 
to the Incorporated Law Society. 


[Reported by Exsxivz Rem, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re W. BR. B. WATTS (A Solicitor). Zz parte THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. Div. Court. Jan. 13th. 


Soxicrror—Conviction—IaprisonmENT—MOorTIon to Strike Orr THE Rous 
4 —ADJOURNMENT. 


This ‘was a motion made on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society to 
strike Walter Richard Burgoyne Watts, late of 7 7: Gresham-street, FO, 
a solicitor, off the rolls: The respondent was convicted in August, 1898, 
of conspiring to obtain money by false preténces by inducing persons to 
buy shares in the Sydenbury Consolidated Mines (Limited), and was 


sentenced to twelve months’ hard labour. On behalf-of the respondent an 
adjournment was applied for until the respondent came out of prison in 
to) that he might be able to establish his innocence by evidence he could 
not call at the trial, Affidavits sworn by the respondent and his brother 





were read, in which the réspondent’ protested his innocence. In support 
of the application, Re A Solicitor (7-Times L, R. 420), and Re Weare (1893, 
2 Q. B. 439), were cited on behalf’ of the Incorporated Law Society. 
It-was contended that the adjournment ought to be granted because when 
the respondent came out of prison he would be able to give evidence and 
submit himself to cross-examination, which he had not been able to do at 
his trial, the Criminal Evidence Act not having been then in force. It was 
pointed out that in the case reported in 7 Times Law Reports the 
solicitor was convicted at his trial on the evidence of a witness against 
whom he would afterwards have been able to institute proceedings for 


perjury and thus establish his own innocence. An adjournment was . 


granted in that case. It was contended that in the present case an 
adjournment was all the more necessary as the respondent would not 
have a similar opportunity of afterwards establishing his innocence. On 
behalf of the Incorporated Law Society it was contended that where there 
was on record a conviction against a solicitor which involved him in pro- 
fessional misconduct, it was the practice of the court to strike him off the 
rolls as a matter of course, unless the circumstances of the case were 
very exceptional. 

Tue Court (Bruce and Cxanne1t, JJ.) refused the application for an 
adjournment, and ordered ths respondent to be struck off the rolls. 

RUCE, J., said that he saw no reason for departing from the ordinary 
course. It was true that in one case the court did postpone the proceed- 
ings, but that was avery special case, the conviction turning upon the 
evidence of a clerk who could be prosecuted for perjury. In the present 
case there was no reason for saying that, if the court adjourned the case, 
they would be in any better bogey for deciding it. The court was not 
a court of criminal appeal. But, if they had been satisfied that a mis- 
carnage of justice had taken place, they would have entertained the 
application. They saw no sufficient reason for doing so in this case. 

HANNELL, J., said that, in order to prevent the court from acting 
according to the ordin course, there must be facts raising a strong 
presumption in the solicitor’s favour. There were no such facts in the 
present case.—Counset, Hollams; Rufus Isaacs, Q.C., and F.. Newbolt, 
Soxicrtors, HE. W. Williamson ; H. Anderson. 


[Reported by C. G. Witeranam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re J. A. JELLICOE (A Solicitor). Zz parte THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. Div. Court. 13th Jan. 


Soticrror—ConvicTrion—ImpPRISONMENT—MorTIon TO STRIKE OFF THE Rotts 
—ADJOURNMENT—PETITION TO Home SECRETARY. 


This was a motion to strike James Anthony Jellicoe, of 3, John-street, 
Bedford-row, a solicitor, off the rolls. The respondent was convicted at 
the Central Criminal Court in October, 1898, of obtaining £170 by false 
pretences, and was sentenced toeighteen months’ hard labour. An appli- 
cation was made on behalf of the respondent that the motion should be 
adjourned until the respondent came out of prison, or, alternately, until 
a petition which had been presented to the Home Secretary for the review 
the respondent’s sentence should have been considered and disposed of by 
that official. It appeared that an affidavit was filed by the respondent, in 
which he averred that the verdict of the jury was given against the weight 
of evidence owing to misdirection by the common serjeant. It appeared that 
prior to the presentation of the above-mentioned petition, which was pre- 
sented by certain of the respondent’s friends, a similar petition had been 
presented to the Home Secretary on the respondent’s behalf, and that that 
petition had been considered by the Home Necretary, who had declined to 
interfere. Counsel for the respondent further stated that it was the inten- 
tion of the respondent to prosecute one of the persons who gave evidence 
at the trial for perjury. 

Tue Court (Bruce and CHannett, JJ.) refused the application for an 
adjournment and ordered the solicitor to be struck off the rolls. 

Bruce, J., eaid that there were no grounds for saying that the convic- 
tion was improperly obtained. There was no suggestion in the affidavit 
that a witness committed perjury at the trial. A petition had already 
been presented to the Home Secretary which had not been granted by him. 
His lordship therefore saw no reason for adjourning the case. 

CHANNELL, J., said that he did not think the court ought to postpone 
striking a solicitor off the rolls in these cases unless strong grounds were 
shewn to the court for suspecting that the conviction was wrong. He did 
not desire to prejudice the petition to the Home Secretaty, and if counsel 
had agreed to an adjournment it would have been granted, but as the 
court were asked by counsel for the Law Society to make the order striking 
the respondent off the rolls he thought they ought to make it. 

Mr. Hollams: I am sure the Home Secre knows the practice of the 
court in these matters and that he will not allow the fact of this order 
having been made by the court to weigh with him in considering the 

tition.—CovunseL, Hollams; J. Duncan. Souscrror, E. W. Williamson ; 
Mint § Slater. 





[Reported by C. G. Witeranam, Barrister-at-Law. } 





SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


13 Jan.—Cuarzes James MacOorta. 

13 Jan.—James Witi1am Urwin (Liv ol). 

18 Jan.—Rosert Donaipson Hoae (6, Lombard-strest, London). 

13 Jan.—Wittiam Artaur Horrox. 

13 Jan.—Freperick Wituiam Lewis (93 and 94, Chancery-lane, 





London). 
13 Jan.—Epmuunp Tueopore Rarcuirr. 
16 Jan.—Jouy Vosren Curry (Bradford), 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


In purauance of the resolution at the adjourned annual 
meeting, held the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the 
society should be held in January and April, a Aer general meeting of 
the members of the society will be held in the of the society on Friday, 
the 27th inst., at two o’clock precisely, to consider the subjects hereinafter 

' mentioned. 
'- Mr. T. 8S. Preston will ask: ‘‘ Have the Council heard that it isin 
contemplation by the authorities to endeavour to alter the qualification of 
the principal clerks to the Chancery Registrars? ’? 

Mr. Harvey Clifton will ask: ‘‘ What replies have been received to the 
recent representation of the Council that a solicitor should be appointed 
to the office of Solicitor to the Treasury on a vacancy arising, and what is 
the purport of each reply ?”’ 

Mr. Charles Ford: To call attention to the recent resignation of mem- 
bership of the society by Mr. Henry Reginald Wansbrough and Mr. 
John Longstaffe Dickinson, members of the firm of Mesers. Wansbrough, 
Dickinson, Robinson, & Tayler, of Bristol; and to move: ‘* That it be 
referred to the Council to consider and report on the desirableness of the 
funds of the society being made more available for protecting and aiding 
— of the society in connection with the exercise of their pro- 
ession.”’ 

Mr. Charles Ford will move: ‘‘ That in view of the hopelessness of 
reform substantially curtailing the duration of the Long Vacation, or 
otherwise substantially facilitating the transaction of business in the 
offices of the Royal Courts of Justice, between the 12th of August and the 
24th of October, this meeting fully endorses the opinion expressed from 
the judicial bench by the Lord Chief Justice of England on the 9th of 
November last, that the due administration of justice calls for the 

appointment of an additional judge in the Queen’s Bench Division and 
another judge in the Chancery Division ; and this meeting directs that a 
copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Prime Minister, the Lord 
Chancellor, and the Lord Chief Justice of England.” 

E. W. Wiu1amson, Secretary. 





THE GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR. 


Retainer Rule 20. 


The opinion of the Council has been asked (1) as to whether a change 
of solicitors constitutes a ‘‘ sufficient or satisfactory explanation’’ within 
the meaning of the established rule of the profession for the enforcement of 
the above retainer rule? and (2) as to whether the said retainer rule 
applies to proceedings after the trial of an action—e.g., on a motion fora 
new trial or appeal from the judgment at the trial of the action? 

The Council have replied: (1) ‘* That in their opinion a change of solicitors 
would not dy itself constitute a sufficient or satisfactory explanation ”’ ; 
and (2) ‘‘ That in their opinion rule 20 of the retainer rules does not apply 
to any proceedings after the conclusion of the trial of an action.” 

The rule of the profession above referred to is as follows: ‘‘When a 
brief is offered or delivered to any counsel, and he finds that another 
counsel has become entitled to a brief within the meaning of rule 14 or 20, 
and has not been briefed, such first-named counsel ought, where 
practicable, to ascertain from the solicitor offering or delivering such brief 
whether there is any sufficient explanation why a brief has not been 
offered or delivered to such other counsel, and unless a satisfactory 
explanation is given ought to refuse or return the brief.” (See Weekly 
Notes, June 5, 1897 ; Annual Practice, Vol. II., p. 644, &c. &c.) 


Etiquette. 

The opinion of the Council has been invited by the Incorporated Law 
Society with reference to the duty of counsel to return fees where counsel 
has been briefed on the distinct understanding that he will give his 
personal attention to the case throughout, which he bas failed to do. 

The Council have replied: ‘‘ That in their opinion where a barrister 
accepts a brief upon an express undertaking that he will personally attend 
art the case, he ought, if he does not so attend, to return his 
ee.” 
The opinion of the Council has been asked as to whether it is improper 
for counsel to accept a brief in London from a country solicitor who has no 
London certificate without the intervention of a London agent. 

The Council have replied: ‘‘ That in their opinion there is no obligation 
either by etiquette or otherwise upon counsel to refuse a brief under such 
circumstances.”’ 

The opinion of the Council has been asked as to whether the etiquette 
of the bar would be opposed to a barrister practising at the bar whilst 
carrying on the occupation of an analytical and consulting chemist and 
public analyst under the Sale of Food and Drugs Act? 

» The Council have replied: ‘‘ That in their opinion it is not desirable that 
a person holding the office of pee analyst under the Sale of Food and 
Drugs Act should practice at the bar.’’ 


Regulations. 

In accordance with the reidlution adopted at the last annual general 
meeting of the bar, regulation 28 has been amended as follows: *‘ (28) 
Any member of the bar shall be at liberty to bring forward for discus- 
sion at the annual general mee any resolution, provided: that: notice 
thereof shall have been given in writing to the secretary of the Council not 
less than seven clear days before the day of meeting, and that in the 
opinion of the Executive Committee of the Council such resolution is a 
matter of general interest to the bar.’ 2 

Hzyny ©. A. Bryoxey, Secretary. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. _ 


general | yivisection is morally unjustifiable.” Mr. J. F. W. 


[Woh 43.1 Ws. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. i. 

The usual weekly meeting was held on Monday, the 16th inst., at th 
Inner Temple Lecture Hall, Mr. J. R. Yates in the chair. Mr. R. Somer- 
ville W (of the National Anti-Vivisection es “ That 
and the debate was continued by Messrs, J. B. Matthews, P. H. Fa rards, 

O. H. Kirby, 8. E. Hubbard, and R. A: Martin. Mr. Wood replied, ani 

the motion was carried by one vote. : : 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY 
IN THE YEAR 1898. 


Birmingham Law Society’s Gold Medal.—Joseph Thomas Higgs, being 
first in order of merit among the candidates who are articled to members 
of the Birmingham Law Society, having the best examination, and 
attained honorary distinction, the Council have awarded to him the gold 
imedal given by the above society. 

Mr. Fiiggs served his clerkship with Mr. count, Higgs, of Brierley Hill 
and Birmingham, and Messrs. A. H. Arnould & a ay 1 » and 
obtained the prize of the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.) at the Honours 
Examination in June, 1898. tien te - ie 

Birmingham Law Society’s Bronze .— George Ernest ompson 
Edalji, eine first in order of merit among the candidates who are 
articled to members of the Birmingham Law Society, and . having 
attained honorary distinction, the Council have awarded to him the 
bronze medal of the Birmingham Law Society. 

Mr. Edalji served his clerkship with Messrs. King & Ludlow, of Birming- 
ham, and obtained a second class certificate at the Honours Examinativn 
held in November, 1898. E. W. Wiu1amson, Secretary. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Lezps Law Srupents’ Socrrty.—Jan. 16.—Mr. Councillor Clarke 
ag igen question for debate was: ‘‘ John Smith in 1880 married 

aria Brown and became entitled in his marital right to a term oP years 
in Whiteacre. In 1882 Smith by deed converted the term into a fee 
simple, under the provisions of the Conveyancing Acts, 1881 and 1882. 
In 1897 Smith died, having devised Whiteacre away from his wife, who 
survived him. To whom does Whiteacre pass?’’ Messrs. R. C. Jones and 
R. N. Middleton, on behalf of the devisee, relied on section 65, sub-section 
3, of the Conve: Act, 1881, contending ent 4 converting the 
term into a fee simple the nature of the estate was enti changed, and 
that it became descendible as freehold of the hus , and that the 
husband by the act of converting the estate declared his intention to 
appropriate it. Messrs. A. Hardwick and H. A. Crawford, on behalf of 
the wife, relied on section 65, sub-section 4, of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, contending that by this section the former rights of the wife were 
not affected, and that the conversion was made for the benefit of the wife 
as much as for the benefit of the husband. The chairman in summing up 
said that the question was one of a difference between sub-section 3 and 
sub-section 4 of section 65 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, but that, taking 


into consideration that at the time the Act was the tendency was 
to extend rather than to limit the rights of women, he thought 
the estate would go to the wife. On avote being taken the question was 


decided in favour of the wife by a majority of one. A vote of thanks to 
the chairman concluded the meeting. 


Law Srupents’ Depatixe Socrery.—Jan. 17.—Chairman, Mr. T. Seager 
Berry.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Jones v. Scullard 
(1898, 2 Q. B. 565) was wrongly decided.”” Mr. H. G. Snowden opened in 
the affirmative, Mr. J. W. Hides seconded in the affirmative ; Mr. W. E. 
Tyldesley Jones opened in the negative, Mr. W. G. Chapman seconded in 
the negative. The following members also spoke: Mr. C. A. Anderson, 
Mr. A. Hildersheimer, Mr. P. Hart, Mr. W. E. Singleton. Mr. Snowden 
having replied, the chairman shortly summed up. The motion was lost 
by fourteen votes. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Tuomas Srrvxs, Q.C., D.C.L. Mr. Spinks 
was admitted an advocate at Doctors’-commons in 1849, and was called 
to the bar in 1858, when he joined the Northern Circuit. He was made a 
eg 1866. The University of Oxford conferred upon him the degree of 


APPOINTMENTS, 


Mr. Joun Axbrrson Foors, Q.0., has been appointed Recorder of 
Exeter in the room of the Honourable Mr. Justice Bucknill, resigned. 


Mr, Exnest Atpert Howett, of 46, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., and 

9, Shardcroft-avenue, Herne Hull, 8.E,, solicitor, of the firm of Traill & 

Howell, bas been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 0 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 

Dissoivions. é 2 

( er yg Sprincsart Corks and Wiiu1aM Grorce Earenoery, solicitors 





A 


& Earengey), Cheltenham. Dec. 25. [ Gazette, Jan. 13. 
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“CHantes Atnert Jonn Warp and. Henry Taomas Griuine, solicitors 
(Ward & Gilling), Cardiff. Dec. 31. 
Axruur Hastam and Autrrep Epwarp Broprg. Hrer-Eyans, solicitors 
& Hier-Evans), Bloomsbury Mansions, Hart-street, London. 
an. 14. [ Gazette, Jan. 17. 
Apmisston. 


Mr.. A. Arnotp Hannay, solicitor, of 54 and 55, Coleman-street, 
London, E.C., has taken into partnership Mr. Nathaniel Reynolds. The 
—— og be conducted at the above address under the style of Hannay 

ynolds. 


GENERAL. 
Mr. Justice Bucknill was knighted on the 13th inst. 


Mr. Justice Bucknill has been appointed to go on the Midland Circuit at 
the ensuing assizes in place of Sir Henry Hawkins. 


The members of the Western Circuit will entertain Mr. Justice Bucknill 
at a complimentary dinner in honour of his recent elevation to the bench. 


Sir Francis Jeune was stated on Wednesday evening to be much better. 
He was able to rit up again for a short time. The following bulletin was 
issued: ‘‘ Sir Francis Jeune is progressing most satisfactorily.’’ 


Sir Reginald Palgrave has ascertained the site of the old Star Chamber, 
and a tablet indicating it is to be placed in the arcade connecting the 
Houses of Parliament with the Westminster Station of the District Railway 
Co. The Star Chamber was on the first floor, almost exactly in the 
position now filled by Sir Reginald Palgrave’s drawing-room. 


The City Lands Committee of the corporation are making arrangements 
for the rebuilding of the Sessions-house in the Old Bailey, and have 
ved of six architects being nominated by the council on the 

erstanding that the acceptance of any of the designs submitted should 
not. be binding upon the corporation. 


The judges (Justices Bruce and Bucknill) have fixed the following 
Commission days for holding the winter assizes on the Midland Circuit— 
viz., Aylesbury, Monday, January 30; Bedford, Thursday, February 2; 
Northampton, Monday, February 6; Leicester, Friday, February 10; 

and Lincoln, Thureday, February 16; Derby, Wednesday, 
February 22; Nottingham, Wednesday, March 1; Warwick, Tuesday, 
March 7; Birmingham, Monday, March 13. 


The Times says that a proposition has been made by the authorities of 
the county of Surrey for the creation of a criminal aesize at Guildford in the 
autamn, there being no assizes there at that time of the year, and Surrey 
prisoners committed between August and Jannary having in consequence 
tobe sent up for trial at the Central Criminal Court. It is contended, 
among other things, that this occasions great inconvenience and entails 
extra . The matter is under the consideration of the Lord Chief 
Justice and a committee of the Queen’s Bench Judges. 


In the course of an account of Mr. Justice Bucknill in the World this 
week, it is stated that at Westminster School he was Mr. James Lowther’s 
fag, Like his brother, Mr. Justice Bucknill was intended for the army, 
but his whole career was changed as the result of a school-fight. At 
Westminster, as all old boys know, a fight was no light matter. Queen 
Elizabeth, in founding the school, forbade any scholar to fight between 
six and eight o’clock, so that the combatants might sleep over their 

and not fight in hot blood. The fight took place in the cloisters, 

iously termed ‘‘ Milling Green,’’ and lasted over an hour. Bucknill 

was blinded in one eye, so that no doctor could pass him for the army, and 
he had to relinquish for ever the hope of becoming a soldier. 


_The Home Secretary, says the Times, has appointed a committee con- 
ak of Lord Belper (chairman), Sir Harry Bodkin Poland, Q C., Mr. 
J.8. Dugdale, Q.C., Mr. C. A. Whitmore, M.P., and Mr. F. Lushington, 
with Mr. F. J. Dryhurst, of the Home Office, as secretary, to inquire into 
the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan police magistrates and county juetices 
respectively in the Metropolitan police-court district; and to report 
whether any, and what, limitations in lieu of or in addition to those con- 
tained in section 42 of the Metropolitan Police-courts Act, 1839 (2 & 3 
Vict. c. 71), should be made by legislation or otherwise in regard to 
their respective jurisdictions, and generally whether any, and what, 
Measures are required in order to meet the needs of the Metropolitan 
police-court district as regards the exercise of magisterial jurisdiction. 

Recently a question arose in the Inns of Court whether a student, not a 
British subject, could be called to the lish bar. The matter was 
referred to a committee, consisting of Mr. Inderwick, Q.C., Mr. Jelf, Q.0., 
Mr. W: , Q.0., Mr. Renshaw, Q.C., and Mr. E. A. Russell, Q.C., 
to report on subject. This document has been under the consideration 
of the authorities of the Inns, who have now recommended that persons 
who are not British subjects should not be called, and that if, under special 
circumstances, any Inn should desire to call to the bar a not a 
British subject, such Inn should not exercise such right except after notice 
to the:other Inns, stating the special circumstances relied upon. 


The Newcastle Leader relates a story of Sir Henry Hawkins, for the 
accatacy of which it states there are members of the local constabulary 
whovean vouch. It is generally known that when a judge is sta at the 
Mansion House in Newcastle a policeman is stationed outside the door in 

. This was the case some years ago when the famous judge 
paid the North a visit. About ten o’clock one night the constable on duty 
observed a man with a dog come ont of the house. From the general 
6et-np of the man he concluded that this was the butler. He entered into 





conversation:with the stranger, and asked if the ‘‘ old bloke ’’ was yet abed. 
The stranger replied that he was, and invited the officer to have a smoke, 
The pair went round to the back of the house, and were enjoying the 

ant weed, when the sergeant appeared on the scene. The ‘man 
with the dog”’ instantly re-entered the. house, and left the sergeant to 
explain to the constable that he had been “‘confabbing”’ with the “old 
bloke ’’ himself. 


Messrs. Fairfax & Wetter, writing to the Times, state that an 
important decision affeeting man lish inventors was given by the 
Commissioners of Patents at Washington, inthe United States, on the 20th 
of December. <A to section 4,887 of the new statute, which 
became operative on the lst of January, 1898, an inventor who has first 
applied for a patent in a foreign coun will not be debarred from 
receiving a patent for the. invention in the United States by reason of its 
first having been patented abroad, unless the application for such foreign 
patent was filed more than seven months prior to the filing of the applica- 
tion in the United States. As the majority of inventors in England file a 
provisional specification and obtain provisional protection before they file 
a complete specification, on the basis of which the patent is granted, a few 
experts had arrived at the conclusion that in the case of the English patent 
the date of application referred to in the eaid statute would be the date of 
filing the complete specification. On the 20th of December, 1898, the 
question came before the Commissioner of Patents, who held that the 
date of application for an English patent is the date on which the original 
application was filed, evenif it had been accompanied only by a provisional 
specification, the reason being that according to English law provisional 

rotection is not analogous to a caveat, and the patent, when granted, is 

ated as of the day of application instead of bearing the date of the actual 
grant or issue, as is the case in the United States and some other countries. 
English inventors must therefore be careful to apply for a United States 
patent in good time if they wish to obtain protection for their invention in 
the United States. 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 


RESULT OF SALE. 


Messrs, H. E. Fostzn & Cranviexp held their usual Fortnightly Sale of Reversions 
and Life Policies at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the following Lots were sold : 
REVERSIONS : £ 
Absolute to One-seventh of £90,000; life 55 =... use = ee = eee ~Bold §=4,600 
Absolute to One-eighth of Seven-tenths of £63,436; life 66 ... » 9 8,500 
Absolute to One-thirteenth of £32,178; life 55 ... aa oe ae a oe 
Absolute to One-eighth of Seven-tenths of £9,615 7s, 8d. Londonand 
North-Western Railway ad Cent. Debenture Stock aa 
Absolute to one Moiety of £1,039 13s. 8d. Cape of Good Hope Four 
— life69 ... soot ae ate dis 
RESIDUE : 
Of £250 (amounting to £209 1s. 5d.), payable 8s. per week 
LIFE POLI : f 
For £2,000 in the Liverpool and London and Globe ; life 62; 
premiums, £29 17s. 6d. ; bonus additions, £325 4s. 2d. .. 


570 
360 


annual 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, Jan. 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luutrzp m Cuaxorry. 


Corostat Trust Association, Lunmtrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 3, to 
send ir names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to James 
Fabian, 34, Nicholas lane. w & Co, 2, Suffolk lane, solors to the liquidator 

Consetr Anp Nonta-West_Dvurnam Racine Co, Limrep (1x LiquipaTion)—Creditors 
are required, on or before Feb 3, to names addresses, and the particu- 
lara of their debts or claims, to John George Murray, Taylor gtreet, Consett 

Improvep Incanpescent Exvectrric Lame (Foreign Patents) Synxpicatrz, Lunrep— 
Creditors are wag he or before Feb 21, to send names and addresses, and the 

ioulars ef their to Robert Ballard, 20, Jewry st. O W&HB 
ay eee for the liquidator 


bts or claims, 
muission Co, Limrtep—Creditors are required, on or before 





ylor, Crutched 
Lavoe W to send. in their names and disoenge, pee the Seittomese f their debts or 
” 0 
claims, to George or 6, Exchange bldgs, barn st, Li 

New MicGrrcor Ovcre aw Encrxeeatwa Oo, Laurrep—Oredi'ors are re on or 
as gs Rae co rg articulars of their debts or 

Sirzxet Fornainc ann Bacy Branisa Limttrp— for winding up, presented Jan 11, 
directed to be heard Wilkinon, . Bt Helen 5 


solor for the 


Jan 2% 16 ’ petners. 
m 2 than 6 o’clock iu the 


Notice of ust reach the above-named 


afternoon of an 23 








th 3, to 
James 
r 

editors 
articu- 
ITED— 
nd the 
cH B 
before 
bts or 


on or 


bts or 





Jan. 21, 1890. 
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<1ry CotnEGE Couxg Co, Luuwtren—Creditors are on or before Feb 1, to 
"cod thelr names snd adarcases, and the particulars of oF hey bt claims, to James 
Pickles, 23, Exchange st, Colne. Stu lor for the 


Usrrep States Exproration Co, Limitep og Seana ond ¢ 
or before rch 1, to gond their names and-edd ioe) ~ refit are regu cir debts 


or claims, to Charles Pakeman, 6, Drapers’ me 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED.: 
Coventry Cow Civs, Coventry, Warwick Dec 24 
London Gazette—-Tunspay, Jan. 17. 
JOINT prerx fet PaEEEs, 


BRAMMALL 1 Bnorens, ae ee tie required ie on before 9 Bob 1 to send their 


names and errett Wade, 
7, Fenwick st, Liverpool. On Livcrpoal, cokers 
Caren EE ye bah gor Fadl aed, a eel te a 
dresses, Seale or claims, to Edmund Heisch 
a oe eee Go, eoke solors to liquidator A 


GENERAL eager gee Iamrreo—Croditoes are req’ on or before Feb 28, to send 
their names and add the particulars of debts or claims, to Alfred 
Herbert Barker, Charles Fre Tetderok Rowsell, and John Seear, 20, Bishopsgate st Within. 
Ingle & Co, 20, Threadneedle st, solors to bo na = 

GENERAL ENTERPRISE Co, Linrrep—Creditors of her on or before Feb ais toomnd 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to Ji 
Batson 9, Throgmorton avenue. Travers Smith 4, Throgmorton avenue, “r= yg 

GENERAL Tosacco Corror ATION, Banna ne ~ Sodp are req on or before Feb 16, 

their names and addresses, and the rarest their or claims, to Pearson 
Ibbott, 25, Austinfriars. Travers ee Sth & Co, 4, Throgmorton Cage ae solors 

HAnnan’s Loz, Limitep—Petn for removing » Prederiek erick Bertram &mart, the Reieer 
liquidator, from his position, and for the appointment of Edward Thomas 
Wilde in his place, also for continuing the voluntary ——s up of the company, 

presented Jan 13, directed to be heard Jan 25. Taylor & Co, 4, Field ct, Gray’s inn, 
ios for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 24 
Le ns, Luirrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 1, to send their names 
and the particulars of their debts or Fg oy to James Hickey Bardsley, 
ing ot, Manchester Boardman, Manchester, solor to liquidator 

oe HERS, gy Ae itt & Co, Limrrep (1x Liquipatioy)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 28, to send their names and addresses and the particulars vot ‘their debts or claims, 
to Thomas Burnley Brooks, 104, King st, Manchester 

Marruews Newcastiz-on-Tyne District Waire Leap Co, Lunutsp—Petn for 
up, presented Jan 14, ted to be heard Jan 25. Flux & Leadbitter, 144, ete ball 
st, agents for Leadbitter & Harvey, Neweastle-on-Tyne, solors for the ers. Notice 
of ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in afternoon of 
Jan 


Precr fl Co, Limrrep—Credit ora are required, on or before Feb 28, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Ernest Bullock, 
17, Albion st, Hanley. Jackson, Hanley, solor for ti the liquidator 

Swan Crcie Co, nlp eee required, on or before Feb » * to send their 
names and d addresses, and the pertioainas of their d debts or claims, to Alfred Parkes, 
91, Queen Victoria st 

W & T Atteyprer, Limrep—Creditors are soumied, on or before Feb 28, to send 
particulars of their debts or = to George William ad Thompson, 63, Temple 
row, Birmingham. Forsyth & Bettinson, Birmingham, solors 

Warwick Brivcz Dyreine anp BieAcuine Co, jo, Lasereme--Cootitens are required, 
before Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts t ‘and 
claims, to Robert Mungall, Great Corby, nr Carlisle. Sewell, Carlisle, solor for the 


liquidator 
County Panatine or LANCASTER. 
Luarep mm CHANoERY, 

JH Pickxvur & Co, Luntrev—Petn for winding up, Lime = Jan 11, directed to be heard 
at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Man m J on ee Feb 6. Kay, Silver st, 
Bury, solor for the petmer. Notice for appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of any 4 

RispiespatE Cycoie Co, Limrreo—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 1 ae hodeg 
heard at St nig od s Hall, Liverpool, on Monday, Jan 30. Mather, 13, 

Liverpool, agent for Walmsley & Yates, Blackburn, solors for the We -y Metioe tice 0! 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED, 

CenTraL Fiyspvry Rapicat Crus Association, Lumen, 248, Goswell rd Jan 6 
CornGReaves Muruat Loan anv Ixvestuenr Society, Corngreayes, Cradley Heath, 

Stafford Jan9 
Frienpiy Society, Padbury, i 
Ormskirk Carno.ic Society, Ormskirk gem Jan 13 
RoyaL Oak Sick AND Buriat. Toxtixe Benerit SocreTy, Wrexham, Denbigh Jan 5 
Sr Joun Coterorp 81ck anp Buriat Socrery, Coleford, Glos Jan 6 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec, 30. 
Bewz, Ricuwonn, Otley, York, Chemist’s Assistant Feb 1 Newstead & Co, Otley 
Be.som, WittiAM, Canterbury Jan 24 Mowll & Mowll, Canterbury 
Bianp, Cuarres, Tottenham Feb1 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 
Cauttaway, Divan, Plymstock, Devon Jan 31 Rodd, East Stonehouse 
Crsanin: _" Doxsa Caro.tne, Duchess Sronza, Rome, Italy Jan 31 Palmer & Co, 
CL sox, Jon Moxos, Gt George st, Solicitor Feb 1 Eastwood & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
een Grorcr, Woolpit, Suffolk, Farmer Jan 31 Hayward & Son, Stowmarket 
DapvsweE tt, Josern, Maidstone Jan28 Bracher, Maidstone 
Dixon, Epwarp, Morley, York Jani4 Wooler & Co, Leeds 
E..ison, Groran, Kingston upon Hull Feb1 Jordeson, Hull 
Extisox, Susaxnau Mityer, Kingston upon Hull Feb1 Jordeson, Hull 
Eu — } ORIAN Shame, Wellington, New Zealand, Customs Officer Jan30 Biyth 
Bo Sng Birling. wD Maidstone Fob1 Basset & Boucher, Rochester 
Excati, WitttAm Jony, Guildford, Builder Feb 11 Smallpiece & Co, Guildford 
Grauam, Jamus, Hartlepool Jan 81. Edger, Hartlepool 
Granam, Mancarer Avice, Oswalitwistle, Lancs Jan it Plaits, Blackburn 
Hanvey, Cuantes, Park House, nr Barnsley, York Feb 15 Newman & Bond, Barnsley 
Havit., Henry, Islington Jan 31 Burton & Co, Surrey st 
Hint, Wi.uiam, Worthing Jan 31 Verral, Worthing 
Horr, Mancarer Rosamonp, Newoastle upon Tyne Jan 31 Harbottle, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 
Hovautox, Gxdrcz Gooon, Bournemouth Feb 13 Wade, Old Jewry 





Jowvzs, Freperice Titomas, Liverpool, Builder Feb 1 Newman & Kent, Liverpool 
Levy, Bexsamix, West Dulwich Feb10 Spyer & Sons, New Broad st 

Lorp, Sam, Todmorden, Machine Maker March 1 Eastwood & Sutcliffes, Todmorden 
Manox, Carnenixe Apretive MAxwe.t, Bournemouth Jan 31 Woodcock & Go 


Manon, Joux Wrisn Sus, Bournemouth Jan 81 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Maxx, Witi1AM Henry, Notting Hill Feb6 Chester & Co, Redford row, 
Marca, Wiciram, and way ar Maxcu, Bishop's Stortford March 1 Baker & 


croft, 
Mortimer, Russe, Birmingham, Iron Merchant Jan 31 Mortimer, Birchin In 
Rouse, Marx, Wimbiedon Feb1 Harris & Co, Coleman st 
Wizso0n, Jonx, Westmoreland, Farmer Jan 21 Pearson & Pearson, Kirkby 


London Gazetie.—Tvuxspay, Jan. 3. 
Amweers, Qarausmns Axx, Roehampton, Surrey Feb 28 Longbourne & Co, Linouln’s 
inn 
Bay.iss, Samvet, Hanover tr, Regent’s pk Feb1 Harries & Co, Nicholas in 
Borytoy, WiturAm, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester Jan 31 Challinor & Co, 


Couen, Puiip Eumaxvett, Coventry, Watch Manufacturer Feb 28 Dewes & Co, Coventry 
Daty, Wit114m Henry, Dford, Essex Feb18 Collyer & Davis, Nicholas In 
Gissox, Witt1am Hewry, Ardwick, Manchester, Licensed Victualler Feb 6 Orrell, 


Grunpy, Isaac, Bolton Jan 27 Russell, Bolton 

Hamitton, Caro.ise, 8t Helens, Lancs Jan 31 Thomas, St Helens 

Hiyp.ey, Freperic, Shepherd's hill, Highgate Feb 6 Cooke, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Joxes, Henry, Cardiff, Shipowner Feb 2S Vaughan & Roche, Cardiff 

Laweoy, Isaac, Wetheral, Cumberland, Yeoman Feb1 Dobinson & Watson, Carlisle 

Meavx-Kixe, Carnerine, Walford, nr Taunton Jan 31 Meade-King & Son, Bristol 

Mixxexr, Mary, Penrith Feb7 Arnison & Co, Paerith 

Morre.tt, Towxinc Hersert, Dunton green, nr Sevenoaks, Station Master Feb 4 
Morrell, Northfleet 


Moxon, Rev Hersert Cuares, Brighton Febi4 Sewell & Co, Old Broad st 
Nixoy, Joszrn, Taptonville, Sheffield Feb 14 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 
Pace, — Bradwell nr the Sea, Essex, Farmer Feb 1 Clapham & Co, Devon- 


Po.iarp, Mey, Tiverton, Devon Feb1 Carpenter & Martin, Tiverton 
Pamuee, — aad Southtown next Great Yarmouth Feb 11 Wiltshire & Son, Great 


‘armou! 
Rawypatt, Jane, Charlton, Kent Febi Eagleton & Sons, Chancery In 
Syxes, Curistoruer, Chesterfield st, Mayfair Feb6 Hasties, Lincoln’s inn fields % -- 
TriLeTt, Save, Kilburn, Cab Proprietor Jan 31 Hughes & Aston, Edgware rd 
Tay.or, Anprew, Halifax Feb1 Jones, Halifax 
Witsox, Caro.rne, Heeley, Sheffield Jan 24 Wilson, Sheffield 

London Gazette.—Frivay, Jan. 6. 
—"— aoe, Whittington Moor, nr Chesterfield, Licensea Victualler Feb 10 Wight- 


ee, ty) .— March 31 Phelps & Wallace, Gresham st 
Basrem, Marruew, Newcastle upon Tyne, House agent Feb4 Davies & Balkwill, 


upon 
Benson, Wiiu1Am Rosert, Hexham, Northumberland, Coalow: Feb 1 Clayton & 
Gibson, Newcastle upc ee 


D, upon 

Bickers, Witi1am, Leeds, Draper Feb 21 Harland & Ingham, Leeds 

Burter, Pair, Ni Bucks Jan 27 Williams & J Norfolk 
wapeet Bageall, an ‘james, House, 


CatcuPoLe, Gites, Ipswich FebS Westhorp’& Co, Ipswich 
Coates, The Rey Antuur Tomiixe, Naunton Beauchamp, Worcester Feb2 Wagstaff, 


Cowrsr, WiLL14m Jouy, Newbury, Berks, Solicitor Feb 17 Belcher, Newbury 
Dure.t, Mary Durext, Spanish pl, Manchestersq Febi1 Verrall & Borlase, Brighton 
Durgant, Epwarp, Milford, Surrey, Miller Feb7 Weddell, Gt George st 

France, Henry, Newton le Willows, Lancs, Coal Dealer Jan 21 Turner & Sons 


n 

Green, Any, Halesowen, Worcester, Licensed Victualler Feb14 Smith, Birmingham 

Haxpixe, Mary, Chiswick Feb4 Bridgman & Willcocks, College Hill 

caeee, ee James, Folkestone, Mantle Maker Feb4 Edell & Gordon, King st, 
e 


Sannsetun Facet Quixano, Harley st Feb 28 Burton & Co, Surrey st 

Homes, Joun Henny, Walcot, Bath Feb3 Eyres & Parham, Bath 

Horner, Saran Any, Southborough, Kent Feb6 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 

Janes, James Purtir, Deptford Feb 16 Adams & Hugonin, Long Acre 

Lownpes, | ny Rev Ricuarp, Sturminster Newton, Dorset Jan 31 Lowe & Co, 


MuseGrave, A Hees, Leeds March6 Hutchinson & Sons, Bradford 
Nicno.as, Ricuarp Groner, Stratford Feb6 Vernon & Co, Coleman st 
ee - ny = Wi.iam, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn, Solicitor Feb6 Hewlett & Co, 


Rurrer, io cHarD Bat, Bristol Feb11 Jacques & Co, Bristol 

Srernenson, Mary Avy, Bass, Victoria Mareh 1 Williams & Matthews, Melbourne 
Ta.sor, Tuomas, Dacre, nr Leeds Feb6 Thompson & Co, Birkenhead 

Tuve.sourn, Jouy, Cambridge, Tailor Feb 23 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 

Turner, Hon Carorixs, Liandyssil, Card'gan Feb15 Frere & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Urcorr, Cranes Joay, Cullompton, Devon Feb? Ford & Co, Exeter 

Wacker, Wiitiam Rerper, Preston Feb? Ascroft, Preston 

Woorrr, Crowrner, Mirfield, York Feb 6 Simpson, Dewsbury 








Waxing To itexprine Hovse Purcuasers anp Lassees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, even for a short term, have the Sanitary 


Fon Tanoar Innrrarion axp Cover.—‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes” 
tals prove effective. bs pliee ereapeny mencthaenh ay are invaluable 
suffering from co or dryness of the throat. © Sold ually” 
Py ele Nag pd vind eH James Epps & Co.; Ltd., Homo 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr.]} 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London 


Comte ne, Jan. 13. 

Bist, W: St. Geneve Gar High Court Pet 
T, ILLIAM, ’s ‘ow! e 
Gct 28 Ord Jan i0 

7 JAMES ——y ee Cornwall, Confectioner 

Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 9 

Suet Grorce Wituram, Keevil, Wilts, Farmer Bath 
Pet Janil Ord Jan ili 

Baiwcewater, Josernt Henry, Saigon, Bras:f »under 

Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Brizetey, Waures Jony, wpe Shoe Mercer Leices- 
ter PetJan9 OrdJan 

Braye, Grorce, Birkenheed, Plumber Birkenhead Pet 

& Jan 1 > o Travelling Dre 

WDEN, JoHuN, Alsagar, ester, avel per 
Macclesfield Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan1i 

Cow1e, Watiace Srepuey, Bristol, Hairdresser Bristol 
Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 

Eaton, Jony, —_ Glam, Builder Neath Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Ewsirer, Artave, Sao, Grocer Lincoln Pet 


Jan10 Ord Jan 

GaALLors, cag aati Tuomas GaLiors, GEORGE 
Gators, and Wittram Brow * Coveatry, Polishers 
mney Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 

Commas, 5 a, a Dealer Manchester 

Bs og ion Snes, Goope Brickla Ports th 

'ABENS, canes ricklayer ortsmou 

Pet Jan Ord Jan 7 9: " 

Hackett, Cnarues ; Edgbaston, yates: 

Builder m PetJan9 Ord Jan 

Houmes, Josern Sanperson, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan 9 
Ord Jan 9 

Humrress, James Mantix, Great Yarmouth Great 
Yarmouth Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

Nantwich Pet Jan 11 

JoxsEs, faa Henry, Glan Conway, Carnarvon, Com- 
mission Agent Bangor Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Joxes, Jonny Henpert, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jan 9 

—_ ad Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Jan10 Ord 
‘an 

Kiscerevey, Josern, Woodstone, Hunts, Labourer Peter- 
borough Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 9 

ecu, copes § Saitn, ais Draper Leeds Pet 

an9 

yr. ey Aberdare, Collier Aberdare Pet Jan 

Pan Gzorce, Knaresborough, Yorks, Greengrocer 

P ¥ sWinssuraaren Bagh s Brighton 

ARNACOTT, WILLIAM SAMvEL, Brig uryeyor 
PetJan7 Ord Jan * sas _ 7 
Jou, Horwi “Ty Water 


Partixetos, ich, Lancs, 
Bolton PetJan7 Ord Jan 
Assert, Leeds, Tobacconist 
‘an 9 


am ~ James, Crewe, Builder 
Ord Jan 11 


Leeds ‘Pet Jan 9 


Ord 
PEAncz, Rows, Bishops L; gieeet, | Somerset, Blacksmith 
Taunton 


Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 1 
sea Frepreicx Witziam, Pendlebury, Lancs, Baker 
Pet Janil Ord Jan 11 
euantnens Wruiam, — Lincoln, Tailor Sheffield 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 1 
Scort, Gecnad James “De ByYGAnTH, Leeds Sheffield 
Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 11 
Tuoxrsox, Exyest, Leamington, Baker Warwick Pet 
Jani0 Ord Jan 10 
Tuoxas, pet Liandebie, Cammmesthene, Wheel- 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Ji 
Waitise, mt = Landport, Hants, a Poctenouth 
Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 
Waicut, Jousx, Harrow on the Hill, Baker St Albans 
Pet Jani1 Ord Jan 11 
notice substituted for that published in the 
rm: 3 «Bassas, Birmi Jan 3: Pebli Bi 
gepaY, Joux Bexsamrx, Birmingham, Pablican Bir- 
Ammingham, Pet et Dec 14 Ord Dec 29 
notice substituted for =. \ cee in the 
London Gazette of Jan 
Baametr, Janes, Hulme, Manchester, Fish Dealer Man- 
chester Pet Jan5 Ord Jan5 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Avcotr, Fraxcis Howanp, Cheltenham Feb 9 at 11.15 
me Court dh Sheltenham ait # 
STIX, ILLIAM EWES, oa Ox ord, Farmer 
Jam Dati2 1, 8 Aldate’s, Oxford 
aay Tuomas, Bewholme, nr Hornsea Jan 20 at 11 30 
ity House In, Hall 
Seaman EY, Feaxk Frxsioce un, Chatteris, Cambridge, 
Guns Jan 2% at 1245 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, 


Busunri., Janes, Hulme, Manchester, aod Dealer Jan 
2at2Q Off Rec, Byrom et, Mancheste 

Barese, Wittam Kissy, and Sauces aed sy Beresr, St 
7 Hunts, Merchan’ Jan 23 at 12 Off Rec, 5, 


, Cambridge 
AREY, Plumstead, Kent, Builder Jan 2) at 11.00 
a, way app, London Bridge 
Buxxiey, Wren Jous, Leicester, Shoe Mercer Jan 2Q 
at Off Rec, I, 
Croserscuan, Hexny, &t Leonards on Sea, Coal Merchant 
Jan Dat3 Young & Son, Bank bldgs, Hastings 
Drake, Fraxcis Arruvn, Nailsworth, Glos, Umbrella 
Sick Manufactarer Jan2iat12 Off Rec, Station rd, 


Entis, Gronor At one Wabeseth, Boot Dealer 
220 Bankru ey Bldgs, Carey st 
Essiven, Anrure, Linca, Grocer Jan 24 at 
¥ cog end Bec, = Bilver —_, ote n 
nasen, Ganves tAtAM, Hemingfo A unte, 
Astist Feb 10 at 12 Law Courta, Kew eh, Peter- 


borough 

Pry, Josrrn Saucer, Birmingham, rad Jan 2% at 
il Off Ree, 1, e mt, Leices 

Gowsa, Taomas Brewin vy, Aberavon, lect Jan 24 at 12 
om ra rd, ee 


Baws, 


Jan 2 at 


Havens, Atrxseven, Gosport, Hants, Bricklayer Jan 2 
20 Off Kec, Cambridge junct, High st, Portamouth 


eae try dour, courte 10’at 
1216 aw ew 

arn yg by p> Cabal Le mig Jan 20 
Jeunes ‘Vaumerint, Pol Puen, ~ ‘Ontand at st, Jeweller Jan 20 


at Bankru Le sa ene 
Pe 4. Wnseat Farmer Feb 8 
at3 Off Carmarth 


en 
oh Inland Revenue 
Leicester 


4, Queen 
Jupp, Artuur Woopwarp, 
Officer Jan2at3 Off 


Sane gE, 
Jan 24at 12.15 Off Rec, 28, a 
Passos Witiram ‘Baxcz, Brighton 
20 at Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 
euaadie Joun, Horwich, Wood 
facturer Jan20at3 16, Wi st, Bolton 
PItuixe, Jouy er , Strand Jan 23 at 12 
Bankrupt: Carey st 
RoseErts, Tee ee Capel Curi Curig, Carnarvons, Licensed 
Victualler Jan 21 at 130 Brince of Wales Hotel, 


Carnarvon 

Ropinson, > ll EL, erat Salop, Engineer Jan 23 at 
1145” Wright & Westhead, 1, Martin st, Stafford 

Rowsoy, ~ ie FREDERICK, coln Jan 24at 12 Off 

1 

TAYLOR, = Gimuon, Mepplerelya B Ramer, b ig 1s 9 
mason Jan 24 at 10.15 Rec, Regent st, Bar 

Tuomas, FREDERICK, — ——— 
Jan 23 at 12 

WATERHOUSE, i 
1 


io 
of eer oo ig Yorks, Builds Jan 20 at 
kay a os 


row, Bradford 
Hastings, Milimman Jan 23 at 2.30 Of 
24, Railway app, Londo: 


Gaon 'Epwanp, Landport. ‘Hants, Baker Jan 20at3 
Off Rec, Cambridge june, High st, Portsmouth 
‘Witrias, Joun Meuaan, Grocer Jan 20at3 135, 


ig) 
YEANDLE, JAMES, | Re ag Grocer Jan 21 at 12.30 Off 
31, Alexandra 


ZwaRtTou w, Hewpeik, VU Portslade, Sussex, Baker 

Jan 20 at 11.30 Off Ree 4, 4, Pavilion Mia Bag Brighton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

BapiAy, Jutivs, Hightown, Se Cane Maaatotane 
Manchester Pet Noy 30 Ord J 

Bett, Richagp Troms, . - aed Bois. Essex Edmonton 
Pet Nov15 Ord Jan1 

Bice, James Epcar, Helston, Cornwall, Confectioner 
Truro PetJan9 Ord Ji 

BovuGeRoiie, ANATOLE, Old ¢ Campton. st, Soho, Butcher 

h Court PetJuly7 Ord Jan 1 

Brewer, Georce bt yd Keevil, Wilts, Farmer Bath 
Pet Janil Ord Jan1 

bas Dy James JosEra, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Dec 22 Ord 


Dregs, Grouse, Fn - anes Plumber Birkenhead Pet 
an 10 an 10 
cm" WaALtrer, Denes, Watchmaker High Court 
Pet Nov2 Ord Jan 
Eatos, Jouy, Reatetinte, Glam, Builder Neath Pet Jan 
9 


Ord Jan 9 
owsnte, J, Liverpool, Draper Liverpool Pet Dec6 Ord 
an 11 
Essiren, Arruvr, Gainsborough, Grocer Lincoln Pet 


Jan 10 OrdJan 10 
Ferepay, Jonn BesJamin, Py my pal Publican Bir- 
Pet Dec14 Ord Jan 


Foytarse, CuArves, 4, Arthur st, New Oxford st, Agent 
High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Jan 10 

Gattois, Wiiiiam, Jons Tnomas , Seen GEORGE 
Gators, and Witrax ewe Coventry, Polishers 

= ——— Pet Jan 9 or, Haut ts, Brickla Post 

ABENS, ALEXANDER, Gosport, Han ric er Ports- 

mouth PetJan7 Ord Jan , 

Hackett, Cuartes Eryesz, Edgbaston ean, 

wilder Birmingham Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 

Hiatt, Frank — South Norwood, i "epten 
Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 

Hoventoy, Hesry, ies, Builder High Court Pet 
Jan4 Ord Jan9 

Huurses, James Martix, Gt Yarmouth Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

JoxEs, Carnarvon, Commission Agent 
Bangor Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Joys, Joun Henserr, Swansea, Grocer Grocer Pet Jan 
9 Ord Jan9 

JOsES, aan, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Jan 10 Ord 
an 1 

KeEsxF1t, _ we mag Kewwet, and Farepenicx Tavis 
Paks, Lei 300t Manufacturers 

Pet Dec 6 Ord Jan 7 


Kisceerey, Josern Woopsroxe, Hunts, Labourer Peter- 

h Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Lapres, Feasx Avorseive, Acton Brentford Pet Nov 24 
Ord Jan 7 

Morcans, Thomas, Aberdare, Collier Aberdare Pet Jan 
9 Ord Jan9 

Pauxer, Gronaz, Kooeierongs, Yorks, Greengrocer 
York Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 1 

Pansacorr, Wittsam San 4g Saigon, Surveyor 

ighton Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 1 

Joux, Horwich, Z. Mioeral Water 

rer Bolton Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Py vt) Leeds, Tobacconist Leeds Pet Jan 9 
( ang 


Pearce, Eowix, B Lydeard, Somerset, Blacksmith 
Taunton Pet Jan Ord Jan 11 
Sacrer, Warten 4B, 4, Watling st, 
Manufacturer Court Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan9 
Scors, Groce James Dunvoantu, Leeds Bheffield Pet 
T worry par ban G Pentre, Glam, Bank 
nomas, Witssam Jaurs Gairvirn, 
Clerk Pontypridd Pet Nov 26 Ord Jan 10 
Tuomvsou, Euxvsrt, Lamang, Baker Warwick Pet 
Jan 10 Ord Jan 1 
Vat cua, § Wate. Birmingham, Batmaker Birmingham 
Jee 28 Ord Jan7 


PARTINGTOS, 
Manu 








Warrino, tivaxy Lanpont Hants, Baker Portemouth 





_Jan. 21, 1899, 
————— 


Amended notice omer for that published in the 
Gazette of Jan 


Baamuity, James, 1 Manchester, Fish Dealer Man- 
chester Pet Jan 5 d Jan 5 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Mu.iaxgy, Denis, Heaton Norris, Lancs, Builder Stock- 
port Adjud Aug 27,1898 Annul Jan 3 


London Gazetie.—Tusspay, Jan. 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arscort, _—_ Coombe Raleigh, nr Honiton, Devon, 
Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 
Basineton, Gronse, rompers, 5 ey Bucks, Farmer 
Northam; Pet Janil4 Ord Janl 
Bakenr, JAMES, Studley, W Warwicks, on Warwick Pet 
Jan12 Ord Jani 
Bent, plve~ Has, Dudley, Hay Dealer Dudley Pet 
Jan 
Broom, Witt1am, Gt Yarmouth, Hosier Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Jan13 Ord Jan 18 
Borwick, Rosert, South Shields, Master Mariner New- 
castle on T: PetJan10 Ord Jan 10 
Brown, Joun Henry, Oldbury, Worcester, General Dealer 
est Brom: Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 
CampBELL, JAmes, Berwick upon Tweed, wie New- 
leon Tyne Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 1% 
Cuntirre, Witi1aM Tuomas, Burnley, tae Burnley Pet 
Jan12 Ord Jan 12 
Curter, WavreR James, Kilburn, Tailor’s Traveller High 
Court PetJanil Ord Jan il 
* | Daogce, Wi 9 aa Earl’s Court High Court Pet Dec 16 


Magers, Oe , = Blyth, Mesthembestend, Fruiterer 
ewcastle on Tyne. Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 
Birmingham, Chandelier Seeetoteen 

Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan l4 

Fraser, Ropert WItu1A£, Upper Cwmtwrch, Brecon Neath 
Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 12 

GarrigLp, Jutia Mary, Coleshill, Birming- 
ham Pet Dec29 Ord Jan 13 

Harris, CuHarves, Tregoney, Cornwall, Mason Truro 
Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

Heywarp, WILL14M tall Newton Abbot, ao on, Corn 
Merchant Ex Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 1 

Hixt, Emma Janez, aa 3 Sheffield, Ticmnach Victualler 
Sheffield PetJani4 Ord Jan 14 

Hiton, Joun, Chesterfield, Builder Chesterfield Pet Jan 
11 Ord Jan 11 

Hirst, Josrru, Goole, Yorks, Boatman Wakefield Pet 
Jan12 Ord Jan 12 

Jonsson, Cuaries, Alnwick, Fruiterer 
Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 


en Tuomas, 
Birmi 


Warwicks 


Newcastle on Tyne 


soom, Ricuarp, het ae Plumber ‘Wolver- 
Mansy m Pet Jan13 Ord 
+ ee Ealing, Butcher Brentford Pet Nov 8 


ree , ae Manchester, Mantle Manufacturer 
Manchester Pet Jani12 Ord Jan 12 
Mityes, Antuur Gaze, Bradford Bradford Pet Jan 14 
Ord Jan 14 
Monkey, Exizapetn, Cardiff, Fish Dealer Cardiff Pet 
12 Ord Jan 13 
Sir Wituam Robert, Reutiaghal, Herts, 
Cambridge Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 1 
Newson, Bensamin JAMES, he grog Suffolk, Pork Butcher 
Ipswich Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 13 
Nantwich 


Nitz, Joun, Northwich, _— Fish Dealer 
Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 1 

OuieY, WILLiAM, Norwich. Grocer Norwich Pet Jan 14 
Ord Jan 14 

Omeee, JONATHAN, Pontiest, Cabinet Maker Bradford 


et Janil Ord Ji 
Pasgsr, See = Baamsgate Fishmonger Canterbury Pet 
Jan1 


Pui.urrs, hg oy So. pore, Restaurateur East- 
bourne 


et Dec 22 Ord Jan 12 

Ravcuirre, James, Herne Hill, Engineer High Court Pet 
Dec 22 Ord Jan 11 

Rms, James, West 4a Carrier Sunderland 
Pet Jan12 Ord J; 

Riorpay, TimoTuy Visceer, en, Engineer High 

urt Pet April 30 Ord 11 

Rossins, Feancis, ucudeny | Shrewsbury Pet Jan ll 

Ord Jan 11 


Roserts, Toomas, Pontycymmer, Glam, Builder Cardiff 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Jan 10 


Sanpers, T Grosvenor, Victoria st High Court Pet Dec 
10 Ord Jan 12 

SILBER, rem sombest st, Merchant High Court Tet 
Dec 15 Ord Jan 


commis Jouyx ; Lippr.t, Landport, Hants, 
—— Merchant Port-mouth Pet Dec 30 Ord 
an 1 

Sryrinc, Epmuuxp Brxsox, Westbourne, Bournemouth, 
Draper Poole Pet Jani1 Ord Jan 11 f 

Tuxvor, Henny D, Strand, Musical Entertainer High 
Court Pet Dec 20 Ord Jan 12 


Turevn, EG, — ct, Fleet st High Court Pet Nov. 
30 Ord Jan 12 


WALTERS, Wissen ag “4 Prest.igne, Tailor Leominster 
Pet Jani4 Ord Jan1 
Wanp, Farpenicx, Kitkley, Lowestoft, Fisherman Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Jani4 Ori Jan 14 
Wase, Josu, Plaistow, Fagen Salesman High Court 
et Dec 21. Ord Jan 1 
wanesuae, WILiiAM ‘Ashton under L, ne, Grocer Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 1 
—— Auntuvn, Leeds Leeds * Pet Jan 19 Ord 


an 
Wucox, Soups, Welverhamaton, Bose Retailer Wolver- 
ham ‘et Jani2 Ord Jan 1 
Witssams, hater Reading, Tailor Reading Pet Jan 
Woon Bastion 1 jw kbroker High 
oopp, Basi Roprnt, nall bldgs, Stockbroker Hig 
Court Pet Jan 8 “Ord Jan 14. 
Workman, —— Jouy, Burwel, , Cambs, Grocer CatL- 
Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 
Amended notice substituted for that ~+ ee in the 
London Gazette of 
Davirs, Cnones Frawor Wewport, Builder Newport 
Mon Dec 9 Ord De 





! 


, Devon, 
, Farmer 
rick Pet 
lley Pet 
‘armouth 
or New- 
al Dealer 
r New- 
nley Pet 
ler High 
et Dec 16 
Fruiterer 
ufacturer 
on Neath 
Birming- 
n Truro 
von, Corn 
Victualler 
Pet Jan 
field Pet 
e on Tyne 
Wolver- 
Pet Nov 8 
nufacturer 
et Jan 14 
diff Pet 
d, Herts, 
i Butcher 
Nantwich 
Pet Jan 14 
Bradford 
rbury Pet 
eur East- 
Court Pet 
Sunderland 
eer High 
Pet Jan il 
er Cardiff 
t Pet Dec 
Court Pet 


rt, Hants, 
~ 80 YU. 


urnemouth, 


iner High 


; Pet Nov. 


Leominster 
rman Gt 
High Court 
cer Ashton 
an 19 «Ord 
r Wolver- 
~ Pet Jan 
oker High 
‘ocer Call 
ed in the 
Newport 
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FIRST 
ArscoTT, James, Rale nr Honiton, ‘Devon, Debymen 
Tan 26 at 10.30 0 eee Be 
rs by og Ropsley, Jan 2% 
Off Rec, 4, Custle pl, at, Ni 
‘Sein 5 Bt + mere ster Jan 26 atl 


Bice, ae Bo an, Helaton, Com Cornwall. Confectioner Jan 
Bonsor, James, ey | ots Jan 25at2.30 Bank- 


ruptey bldgs, Carey 
Brewer, George WILLIAM, Wilts, Farmer Jan 25 
at 12.30 Off Reo, Baldwin ot Bristol 


Cow ame Warace STEPHEN, a Hairdresser Jan 25 at 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, 


cone Water JAMEs, eee Tailor’s Traveller Jan 
26 at 12 Carey st 
Jan 25 at 38 


chmbrs, Temple av 
V’s Court Jan 26 


ERT CZSAR, 
, Fruiterer Jan 


orthum 
Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Traveller 


Sheffield, Brewer’s 
ee In, Sheffield 
GrorcE 


Davis, Gzores, Ilford, 
Off Reo, 95, Tem; 

Drorer, Witi1am 
at ll 

Exuiort, Davin, Bl 
25 at 11.30 


Furness, FReperick, 
Jan 2at2.30 Off 

Ga.tois, Witiiam, Jony omAS GALLOIS, 
Gators, and WituiaM Brown, Coven 
Jan 24at 11.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Wventry 

Goopmay, Louis, Manchester Jan 25 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
Byrom st, Manchester 


— aay fs Guildhall mee Auctioneer Jan 25 at 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Hevw ARD, WILLIAM SPaRKE, tes mage Devons, 
Corn Merchant Jan25at11 The Castle, Exeter 
Hiatt, Frank Hersert, South Norwood, Actor Jan 25 
at 11.30 24, Railwa: spp, London — 
Hinst, Joszru, Goole, Boatman Wats Off 
6, ter, Wakefield 
Horye, Wiii14M Sparks, Hatherleigh, Devon, Auctioneer 
Jan 24 at12 6, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 
Hovrep, Frepericx Reynoups, Whitwell,I W, Miller Jan 
25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 19, Quay st, Newport, I Ww 
Hueues, Davin Evays, Li inwen, , Farmer 
Jan 26 at 1.45 Prince of Wales Ho’ 
Homrres, James eo Gt Yarmouth Jan 28at12 Off 
orwi 
Jonson, Ox — yo Ler pet my 26 at 10.30 Off 
80, Mosley ew le on 
Kesey, 2 aac Jan 25 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


KinceRLey, JosEpn, Hestnaien, Labourer Feb 10 at 
12.15 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Leviz, Ricuarp NATHANIEL a 
Jan 25 at 2.30 Bankro hg 

Lewis, Jonny, Braintree, % *4 1 at 10.30 
Shirehall, Chelmsford 

Nay _— Exnest Exisan, and Wit.iiam nS Ketter- 

. Boot Manufacturers Jan 24 at 12 Off Rec, 

Guay Court bldgs, Sheep st, Btn 

Newson, Benyamin James, Walton, -"— Pork Butcher 
Jan 25 at11 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Norman, Groxce, Sheffield, Builder Jan 24at3 Off Rec, 

In, Sheffield 

OXLEY, Jonat HaN, Bradford, Cabinet Maker Jan 25 at 11 
Of Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Pasupy, Wituiam, Filey, Yorks, Ropemaker Jan 24 at 
11.80 Off Rec, 74, yy see ‘Scarborough 

Peacock, ALBERT, Leeds, Tobacconist Jan 25 at 11 Off 
Ree, 22, Park row, 

Pearce, Epwiy, biope, La Seton’, Somersets, Blacksmith 
Jan 24 at 11.30 B, Hammet st, Taunton 

>" FRANCIS, Rt, “Bishmonger Feb 2 at 9.30 
Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Pow yer, Far DERICK WILLIAM, Pendlebury. Lanes, Baker 
Jan 25at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Ray, James Powers, Sa oe Draper Jan 25ati1l1 174, 
Corporation st, Birmi 

Rayment, Hewry, 

tankruptcy a ony st 

Ronnins, Francis, Shrewsbury, Salop Jan 25 at 11.30 Off | 
Ree, 42, St. Jobn’ 's hill, Shrewsbury 

Temple chmbrs Jan 

Carey st 

Txompson, eamington, Baker Jan 24 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Torpin, Perc y, Rhyl, Flints Jan 26 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 

Carey st 

Warina, Francis, Redditch, Needle Stamper Jan 26 at 11 
174, Corporation st, Birming' 

Wages, ‘OBERT, Middlesborough, Builder Feb 1 at 3 

Ree, 8, Albert rd, nobel te. 

Woopp, Basu. Ronear, Copthall bidgs, ate 

Jan 26 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldge, Care 


Barcuett, Tuomas, 27 at 2.30) 
itey bl 
NEST, 


Fulhaen,  Fishmonger Jan 2% at 12| Jan 13 


Devons, 
Farmer 


ARSCOTT, 
5 tar Pet J valegh Honiton, 
es an, Exeter 


Bh To ‘Ord Jan 14 
aaa 


Warwick Pet 
Beyt, Wii11am Henry, Dudley, ‘Worcesters, Hay Dealer 
; Pet Jan 14’ Ord Jan 14 7" 


Hosier Gt Yarmouth 


Borwick, Ropert, South 
castle on Tyne Pet Jan 10 


CampBeLt, James, Berwick 
castle on Pet Jan 
Cun.irre, WiturAm Tomas, 
12 Ord Jan 12 
eter ak James, cE Tailor’s Traveller High 
Drorcs, WitiiAm , & Cxsar, Earl’s Court High 
Court Pet Dec 


D 16 gh 
AvID, Blyth, Northumberland, 
on Tyne ree? ae 


oo ree. Holloway rd, Hosier High Court 

Fraser, Roserr J + U; Cwmtwreh, Brecon 
Neath Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan ia 

Freeston, Harry FReperick, rd, General 
Dealer Brighton Pet Oct 12 Jan 12 

Gansox, W1it1amM Jounston, Bloomsbury st High Court 
Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 12 

Harris, Cuarves, Tregoney, Cornwall, Mason Truro 
Pet Jani2 Ord Jan 12 

Hix, Euaa Jane, effield, Licensed Victualler 
Sheffield 

Builder Chesterfield Pet 


Ecclesall, 
Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 
eld, 
a a, So Yorks, Boatman Wakefield Pet 


Exuiort, 


Hittoy, Jouy. 
Janil Ord Jan 11 
Jan 1: 


Jonson, Curves, Alnwick, Fruiterer Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 11 
Plumber Wolver- 


Jonzs, Ricnarp, Wolverhampton, 
hampton Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 13 
Marruews, Lyp1a, Manchester, Mantle Manufacturer 
Pet Jan12 Ord Jan 12 
Mawson, Frepericx, Mat” Merchant 
castle-on-Tyne Pet Novll Ord Jan13 
Mowx ey, Evizasern, Cardiff, Fish Dealer Cardiff Pet 
Jan12 Ord Jan 13 
Newson, Bessamin James, Walton, Suffolk, Pork Butcher 
Ipswich Pet Jani13 Ord Jan 13 
Ouiey, Wituiam, Norwi Grocer Norwich Pet Jan 14 
Os ope - E E Paddington, Cab 
BORN, JoHN Evans Eur i Proprietor 
ign Court Pet Dec 8 “Ord Jan 12 4 
Ox.ey, JonatTHan, Bradford, Cabinet Maker Bradford 


Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 11 
ame we = on Fishmonger Canterbury Pet 


See FREDERICK icince, Pendlebury, Lancs Salford 
Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 12 

Raikes, Grorce pany Copthall chmbra High Court 
Pet Nov3 Ord Jan ll 





Rossrns, Francis, Shrewsbury Shrewsbury Pet Jan 11 
Ord Jan 11 


Epywuxp Bryson, Westbourne, Bournemouth, 
per Poole Pet Jan li Ord Jan 11 
Watters, Watrer Artuvr, Presteigne, Radnor, Tailor 
Leominster Pet Jan14 Ord Jan 14 
Warp, Frepenrickx, Kirkley, Lowestoft, Fisherman Great 
Yarmouth Pet Jani14 Ord Jan 14 
Was ae ilkman Hastings Pet Dec 15 


Wauirtinetox, Artuvr, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan 13 Ord 


Wixcox, S1pxey, Wolverham: Beer Retailer Wolver- 
hampton Pet Jan 12 Jan 13 
| Po + on Reading, Tailor Reading Pet Jan 11 


WInvGrieLp, oo and Tuomas Prrenrs, Portslade, 
Suss ers Brighton Pet Dec2 Ord Jang 
Hexry Jouy, Burwell, Cambridge, Grocer 

ge Pet Jan13 Ord Jan 18 
Wricut. Joux, Harrow on the Hill, Baker St Albans 
Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 11 


Amended Notice substituted for that eee in the 
London Gazette of Jan 3 
Dave, Grorce France, at Builder Newport, 
Mon Pet Dec 80 Ord Dec 3 


Stryrine, 





Workman, 





EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANOET SOOIZTT YT. 
ESTABLISHED 


Funds exceed - 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPEOTUS, containing full information and other important 
SECRETARY, 18, LINOCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 


alterations, to 


1844, 


£3,200,000. 





“abs upwasiass ANNULLED, 


Morea, Heyvry "anied 3 25,1659" Anmal Dec es 
Braxca, 


Warmamocss, Witsiax 
. mith” ‘Adjud March 10, 1603 








ERROBS IN FOOD AND DRINK: 








——_—. . 
Examinations Stone) et Se pees. Some June, 
oS i (Oxtar) Pat EL (Cambridge) 2 cent aoe bok 


re ee ee 
TLEY, Solicitor, 








continues to 











AW.—Wanted, capable Shorthand and 
2a (Male) ; also Bill Clerk with City experi- 
ence.—A with particulars, ay et my experience, 
and —— required, Lex, care of Advertisers, 
Ltd., Gresham House, E.C. 





AW.— 
experience Drafis and Settles Costs from 
or without, and either in town or 


Clerk of several years’ 
entries or 





{7 ANTED, Conve 
\ 
ages 27 and 35. 


preferred. — 
— care af — eng ef my 5& Brann 


non Re ps University man 





) be LET, cuitable for for Rantings, Seas 
Ground- floor Offices. — oo Ss We, Basan the prema 
13 and 14, Abchurch-lane, William-street, EB. 

ENTS Collected an and tetas uae of Pe 
Let or oe er ine Auction or —Panxiss & 


Privately.— 
Ey Setabiisivel 1543, ~~ 
EASEHOLD Ground - Rents for Sale 








unexpired at a peppercorn rent.—. 
Marrasws, Surveyors, 35, Bucklersbury, 


EBENTURES.—£1,000 6 per Cent. 2nd 

Debentures for Sale wg ots ustrial Company. 

First Debentures, 

000 ; Cayo Second Debeatere, £10,000 Value of assets, 

excluding wily aor 0 the Ign Nalanee shee 

wards of 500 Frome cnaset on Aa 
WS Citeasns @ Cheapande, BL 
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PARTRIDGE & COOPER. 


“TEMPLE BAR” 
FILE. 


The Strongest and 
most Capacious 
Box File Made. 


Gloth Back and. 
Corners: 


Separate Division 
for each letter of 
the Alphabet. 
Octave size, 2/6; Quarte size, 3/G; Feap siz, 4/- 














































ROYAL COURTS STATIONERY WAREHOUSE, 
19% & 192, FizEt-street, axp 1 & 2, Coancery-Laxe, E.C, 





RIENT COMPANY’S PLEASURE 


CRUISES 
By their Steamships ORIENT, 5,365 tons register, 
And LUSITANIA, 3,912 tons register, 
For SOUTH of FRANOE, ro PALESTINE, and 
Leaving “= 15th Feb., Villefranche (Nice) 26th Feb., 
Aniving back in London 11th April. 
For ITALY, GREECE, CONSTANTINOPLE, &c., 


Leaving London 17th March, Villefranche _— 28th 
March, arriving back in London 5th 


String Band, electric light, hot and cold baths, le ini 
cuisine. 


Managers : F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 


pemery Srey, * to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 


C.; or po the West-End Branch Office, 
16, recy om Es 


Just published, price 5s. net. 


THE LAW RELATING TO 
COMPANY PROMOTERS. 


BY 
W. NEMBHARD HIBBERT, LL.D. 
ASSISTED BY 
FRANK W. RAFFETY, 
Both of the Middle Temple, Barristers-at-Law. 





(Lond.), 





| 
| 
| 
| 


16/- 


NOW READY. 
Price 5s. Cash with order, 4s.; postage 3d. 
THEE 


LAND TRANSFER ACTS, 1876 & 1897 


RULES, 


INTRODUCTION, NOTES, FORMS, PRECEDENTS 
AND COPIOUS INDEX. 


Being a Practical Geide 0 the Devolution of, Real 
tate and to Compulsory Registration of 
Title under the Act of 1897. 


J. Ss RUBINS TEIN, 


Solicitor of the Supreme Court, Author of ‘‘ The Convey- 
ancing Acts, 1881-82,” and ‘* Conveyancing Costs,” &c., 


AND 
W. LEE NASH, 
Of H.M. Office of Woods and Forests. 


London : beim tf BROS. & NY nama Limited, 
and 25, Birchin-lane, E.C. 





MR. BIRRELL'S KEW WORK, 
Just published, price 3s. 6d. net. 
The Law and History of 
Copyright in Books. 





AUGUSTINE BIRRELL, MP., 


One of Her Majesty’s Counsel and Quain Professor 
of Law at University College, London. 


CASSELL & COMPANY, Loarep, London, 
Paris, New York, and Melbourne. 





REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


A Large Stock of Sogn hant Reports and Text-books 
always on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 





SPECIAL NOTICE. 


Allowed for PRIDEAUX’S CON- 
VEYANCING, 2 vols., 16th Edition, in Part 
| Payment for the 17th Edition (price £3 10s., or for cash 


| with order, £2 16s.) now ready. 


The 7th, 8th, 9th, and toth, Editions of same Work also 


| taken in part payment. 


| 


THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, LTD., 


Dealers in all Descriptions of Law Books. 


London: EFFINGHAM WILSON, Royal Exchange, E.C, | LINCOLN’ 8-INN-GATE, CAREY-8T., LONDON, W.C. 











ANTED, No. 47 of Vol. XLVI. of the 






24th, 1898; 64. per copy will be 


paid for same at the Office, 
27,C bancery-" lane, W.C. 





Weekly Reporter, witn Statutes, dated September | 








TAMMERING. — Mr. 

tn —~ = Trestioe and 2,000 c 
ence or personally. 

’ lent free.—138, Lordship-road, Clissold-park, N 


Mason, 8 ist 
y corre- 
ple cases 











TREATMENT OF (YEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
ee 
B. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY aenEy aus ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 


ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 








For Gentlemen under > 
‘or pa ow J Lay privately, Terms, 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.S. (Eng.) 
INEBRIETY. 





MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Attendant: CHAS. J. BOND, F.R.C.S. Eng., 
Lond. Princi H. M. Assos. Soc 


L.B.C.P. pal : e 
Lage Sod Mein! Rat nas ee Senet, je 
‘or terms ; 

RILEY, or the Principal. = 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898. 


ss SRikea a 


uisite under the above Acts 
Every req supplied on the 











The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
use. 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
dizibiiion. BHLARE nu CkEPrrIGA TES, Disunrone = 
GEA TS devignsd' ana Fs No lenecuted. No Charge for 8 for OFFIOLAL 
Solicitors’ Account Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & GO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASA MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of Lenten, &e. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 


Law W: 





ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 













PROMPTITUDE. 





COFIPLETE VALUATIONS for the LEGAL PROFESSION, 
EXECUTORS, &c., of Personal and Household Effects 
according to the requirements of H.[1. Court of Probate. 


SPINK & SON, 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 
17 & 18, PICCADILLY, LONDON, W. 


ESTABLISHED 1772. 
LOW CHARCES. 





DISTANCE NO OBJECT. 


CDro sbale 


\) 
Atl Jallong 
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